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May 15, 1989

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, May 15, 1989

The House met at 12 noon.

The Reverend Barbara St. Andrews,
Espiscopal Diocese of California, San
Francisco, CA, offered the following
prayer:

Holy One, whose purpose is love, we
pause at the beginning of this new
day, mindful of the responsibilities
You entrust to all those who lead and
asking for Your enabling strength and
discernment. Cleanse the windows of
perception, O Lord, that beyond issues
and divisions we may seek the whole
and not the partial and find with com-
passion the common purpose of Thy
will. Grant to those who govern quiet
centered certainty, pure heart, clear
conscience, and genuine faith.
Through the power of Thy Spirit, lift
us from rushing restlessness to moun-
taintop visions. Disturb us with Your
challenge to human power and privi-
lege; remind us of selflessness and
service; guide and heal us in all our in-
dividual needs; and unite us in compre-
hending possibilities we refuse to see.
Unleash the unlikely in and through
us, and make us always grateful for
the benefits of Your prevailing grace.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day's
proceedings and announces to the
House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the
Journal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from New York [Mr. HOUGHTON],
please come foward and lead us in the
Pledge of Allegiance?

Mr. HOUGHTON led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under
God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for
all,

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had agreed to the fol-
lowing resolutions:

S. Res, 123

Resolved, That section 6 of Senate Resolu-
tion 38, One Hundred First Congress, is
amended to read as follows:

“Sgc. 6. The actual and necessary ex-
penses of the committee, including the em-
ployment of staff at an annual rate of pay,
and the employment of consultants with

prior approval of the Committee on Rules
and Administration at a rate not to exceed
the maximum daily rate for a standing com-
mittee of the Senate, shall be paid from the
contingent fund of the Senate from the ap-
propriation account “Miscellaneous Items"
upon vouchers approved by the chairman of
the committee, except that no voucher shall
be required to pay the salary of any employ-
ee who is compensated at an annual rate of
pay.”.

S. Res. 127

Resolved, That a summons shall be issued
which commands Walter L. Nixon, Jr., to
file with the Secretary of the Senate an
answer to the articles of impeachment no
later than May 31, 1989, and thereafter to
abide by, obey, and perform such orders, di-
rections, and judgments as the Senate shall
make in the premises, according to the Con-
stitution and laws of the United States.

SEec. 2. The Sergeant at Arms is authorized
to utilize the services of the Deputy Ser-
geant at Arms or another employee of the
Senate in serving the summons.

Sec. 3. The Secretary shall notify the
House of Representatives of the filing of
the answer and shall provide a copy of the
answer to the House.

Sec. 4. The Managers on the part of the
House may file with the Secretary of the
Senate a replication no later than June 12,
1988.

Sec. 5. The Secretary shall notify counsel
for Walter L. Nixon, Jr., of the filing of a
replication, and shall provide counsel with a
copy.

Sec. 6. The Secretary shall provide the
answer and the replication, if any, to the
Presiding Officer of the Senate on the first
day the Senate is in session after the Secre-
tary receives them, and the Presiding Offi-
cer shall cause the answer and replication, if
any, to be printed in the Senate Journal and
in the Congressional Record. If a timely
answer has not been filed the Presiding Of-
ficer shall cause a plea of not guilty to be
entered.

Sec. 7. The articles of impeachment, the
answer, and the replication, if any, together
with the provisions of the Constitution on
impeachment, and the Rules of Procedure
and Practice in the Senate When Sitting on
Impeachment Trials, shall be printed under
the direction of the Secretary as a Senate
document.

Sec. 8. The provisions of this resolution
shall govern notwithstanding any provisions
to the contrary in the Rules of Procedure
and Practice in the Senate When Sitting on
Impeachment Trials.

Sec. 9. The Secretary shall notify the
House of Representatives of this resolution.

S. Res. 128

Resolved, That pursuant to rule XI of the
Rules of Procedure and Practice in the
Senate When Sitting on Impeachment
Trials, the Presiding Officer shall appoint a
committee of twelve Senators to perform
the duties and to exercise the powers pro-
vided for in the rule.

Sec. 2. The majority and minority leader
shall each recommend six members to the

Presiding Officer for appointment to the
committee. The committee shall designate
one of its members to be chairman and one
of its members to be vice chairman.

Sec. 3. The committee shall be deemed to
be a standing committee of the Senate for
the purpose of reporting to the Senate reso-
lutions for the criminal or civil enforcement
of the committee's subpoenas or orders, and
for the purpose of printing reports, hear-
ings, and other documents for submission to
the Senate under rule XI.

Sec. 4. During proceedings conducted
under rule XI the chairman of the commit-
tee is authorized to waive the requirement
under the Rules of Procedure and Practice
in the Senate When Sitting on Impeach-
ment Trials that questions by a Senator to a
witness, a manager, or counsel shall be re-
duced to writing and put by the presiding
officer.

Sec. 5. In addition to a certified copy of
the transcript of the proceedings and testi-
mony had and given before it, the commit-
tee is authorized to report to the Senate a
statement of facts that are uncontested and
a summary, with appropriate references to
the record, of evidence that the parties have
introduced on contested issues of fact.

Skc. 6. The actual and necessary expenses
of the committee, including the employ-
ment of staff at an annual rate of pay, and
the employment of consultants with prior
approval of the Committee on Rules and
Administration at a rate not to exceed the
maximum daily rate for a standing commit-
tee of the Senate, shall be paid from the
contingent fund of the Senate from the ap-
propriation account “Miscellaneous Items”
upon vouchers approved by the chairman of
the committee, except that no voucher shall
be required to pay the salary of any employ-
ee who is compensated at an annual rate of
pay.

Sec. 7. The Secretary shall notify the
House of Representatives and counsel for
giudge Walter L. Nixon, Jr., of this resolu-
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The message also announced that
the Senate had passed without amend-
ment a joint resolution of the House
of the following title:

H.J. Res. 2417. Joint resolution designating
May 29, 1989, as the “National Day of Re-
membrance for the Victims of the U.S.S.
Iowa.”

The message also announced that
pursuant to Senate Resolution 128,
101st Congress, the President pro tem-
pore, upon the recommendation of the
majority leader and the minority
leader, appoints Mr. FowLER, Mr.
HeFLIN, Mr. WirTH, Mr. REm, Mr.
Rogss, Mr. EoHL, Mr. HaTrcH, Mr. DAN-
FORTH, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. MURKOWSKI,
Mr. JeEFFoORDS, and Mr. MAcCK, as mem-
bers of the committee to receive and
report evidence in the impeachment of
Judge Walter L. Nixon, Jr., judge of
the U.S. District Court for the South-
ern District of Mississippi.

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., O 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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The message also announced that
the Senate had passed a bill and con-
current resolution of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 968. An act to delay the effective date
of section 27 of the Office of Federal Pro-
curement Policy Act; and

S. Con. Res. 26. Concurrent resolution
urging first asylum countries of the Associa-
tion of Southeast Asian Nations [ASEAN]
to reinstate the practice of providing refuge
to all asylum-seekers from Vietnam, and for
other purposes.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER laid before the
House the following communication
from the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives:

Washington, DC., May 11, 1989.
Hon. Jim WRIGHT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DeAR MR. SpEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in clause 5 of rule III of the
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives,
I have the honor to transmit a sealed enve-
lope from the White House at 5:14 p.m. on
Thursday, May 11, 1989, and said to contain
a message from the President whereby he
transmits the 1988 annual report of the Cor-
poration for Public Broadecasting.

With great respect, I am,

Sincerely yours,
DonnNALD K, ANDERSON,
Clerk, House of Representatives.

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE COR-
PORATION FOR PUBLIC
BROADCASTING FOR FISCAL
YEAR 1988—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the
House the following message from the
President of the United States; which
was read and, together with the ac-
companying papers, referred to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce:

To the Congress of the United States.

In accordance with the Communica-
tions Act of 1934, as amended (47
U.8.C. 396(i)), I transmit herewith the
Annual Report of the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting for fiscal year
1988.

GEORGE BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 11, 1989.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFER-
ENCE REPORT ON HOUSE CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION 106,
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET—-FISCAL YEAR
1990

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the managers
may have until 5 p.m. today, May 15,
1989, to file a conference report to ac-
company the concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 106) setting forth the
congressional budget for the U.S. Gov-
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ernment for the fiscal years 1990,
1991, and 1992.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

NATCHER HAS NEVER ACCEPT-
ED A CAMPAIGN CONTRIBU-
TION

(Mr. NATCHER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, in a
story that appeared in the Washing-
ton Post on May 11, 1989, entitled
“PAC Support Scoreboard: The
House,” I am listed as having accepted
$8,507 of PAC support. The story
starts out with the statement that
“during last year’s campaign season,
every Member of the House received
contributions from political action
committees, either in direct cash con-
tributions or indirectly through inde-
pendent expenditures made by a PAC
in support of a candidate, according to
a Washington Post computer analysis
of data collected by the Federal Elec-
tion Commission through the end of
1988.”

I have never accepted a campaign
contribution since I have been a
Member of Congress and none have
been accepted for me. On a great
many occasions I have returned contri-
butions that were sent to me and this
is disclosed in the records of the
Clerk’s Office here in the House of
Representatives and in the office of
the Federal Election Commission.

The article referred to pertains to
the 1988 election of Members of Con-
gress, During the year of 1988, I spent
out of my own funds $8,404.97. In the
primary election that year I spent out
of my own funds $5,728.94 and in the
1988 general election I spent out of my
own funds the sum of $2,767.03. Mr.
Speaker, I have completed 35 years
and 10 months as a Member of Con-
gress and have never accepted cam-
paign contributions.

After reading the article in the Post,
I contacted Donnald Anderson, the
Clerk of the House of Representatives,
calling his attention to the article in
the Post and then I contacted the Fed-
eral Election Commission. The record
in the Clerk’s Office shows that I have
never accepted a campaign contribu-
tion since I have been a Member of
Congress. This is a public record as
you and I know, Mr. Speaker, and any
reporter from any newspaper can
check this record. In contacting the
Federal Election Commission about
the story that appeared in the Post,
one of the Commissioners, Scott E.
Thomas, had the records checked at
the Commission and on the same date,
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May 11, 1989, directed a letter to me as
follows:

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION,
Washington, DC, May 11, 1989.
Hon. WirLLiam H. NATCHER,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEeAR CONGRESSMAN NATCHER: As a follow-
up to our conversation today, I have en-
closed a 1988 and 1990 Federal Election
Commission (FEC) computer summary of
reported activity affecting your 1988 cam-
paign. The 1988 summary probably was uti-
lized by the Washington Post. This summa-
ry can be broken down into three categories:
PAC contributions reportedly sent to your
1988 campaign; communication costs made
by labor organizations on your behalf; and
independent expenditures made by a PAC
on your behalf.

The 1988 computer summary indicates
that the American Federation of State,
County and Municipal Employees—
PEOPLE; Marion Laboratories Inc., Politi-
cal Action Committee; Pepsi-Cola General,
Bottlers PAC, and Travelers Corporation
PAC sent contributions of $1,000, $300,
$250, and $1,500, respectively, to your com-
mittee. The computer summary indicates
that your 1988 committee returned these
four contributions to the sending PAC. The
computer summary further indicates that
the Build Political Action Committee of the
National Assoclation of Home Builders re-
ported making a $1,000 contribution to your
1988 committee, That committee's reports
that appear on the 1988 summary apparent-
ly don't reflect any return, refund, or void-
ing of that contribution. The 1990 computer
summary, however, does reflect the voiding
of Build Political Action Committee’s con-
tribution in that committee's 1990 cycle re-
ports.

The computer summary indicates that the
American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO (D.C.); the
Committee on Letter Carriers Political Edu-
cation; the Kentucky State AFL-CIO; and
the United Mine Workers of America Coal
Miners Political Action Committee made
communication costs of $2,671, $45, $2,829
and $18 on your behalf for a total of $5,563.

Finally, the computer summary indicates
that the National Committee to Preserve
Social Security PAC made two independent
expenditures of $1,057 and $887 on your
behalf for a total of $1,944,

It appears that the Washington Post
figure of $8,507 was reached by adding the
$1,000 contribution reportedly made by the
Home Builders PAC together with the com-
munication costs ($5,563) and independent
expenditures ($1,944). To the extent that
the Post article categorized as contributions
from political action committees the com-
munication costs and independent expendi-
tures, it Is simply inaccurate.

1 have also enclosed FEC brochures that
describe the FEC computerized information,
independent expenditures and labor organi-
zation communications. If you have any fur-
ther questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me at (202) 376-5118.

Sincerely,
Scort E. THOMAS,
Commissioner.

In the last paragraph in the Wash-
ington Post story we find this state-
ment:

In some cases where the total contribution
is small, the amount represents independent
expenditures on behalf of a candidate by a
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PAC and not direct contributions, which a
number of House Members refuse to accept.

I have never accepted contributions
from any PAC and no PAC has ever
received authority from me to spend
any money or anything of value in
support of my candidacy at any time
since I have been a Member of Con-

gress.

I am proud of the record I have es-
tablished and I do not intend to
permit my record to be altered or
changed by virtue of allegations that
money was expended by some individ-
ual or organization in support of my
candidacy which was unknown by me
and without my knowledge or consent.

Mr. Speaker, I have never accepted a
campaign contribution and no one has
accepted any for me since I have been
a Member of the Congress.

NORIEGA'S ESCAPE ROUTE

(Mr. BROOMFIELD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker,
from what I have read in recent days,
no one knows the whereabouts of Gen.
Manuel Noriega. Clearly he is hiding
from the verdict of the Panamanian
people.

Wherever he is, I hope he has access
to the same news we are getting here.
President Bush over the weekend has
given him some good advice.

As I read it, the President is telling
Noriega that he can run and he can
hide: that he can escape to one of the
two or three countries that don’t have
an extradition treaty with the United
States, and that the long arm of Amer-
ican law will not be able to serve its in-
dictment on him there.

President Bush is making Noriega an
offer he should not refuse. If General
Noriega has the best interests of the
Panamanian people at heart, or if he
simply wants to save his own skin, I
suggest he carefully consider Presi-
dent Bush's suggestion.

DELAYING EFFECTIVE DATE OF
SECTION 27 OF THE OFFICE OF
FEDERAL PROCUREMENT
POLICY ACT

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate bill (S. 968)
to delay the effective date of section
27 of the Office of Federal Procure-
ment Policy Act, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, I do so in
order that the gentleman from Massa-
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chusetts [Mr. FrRaNK] may have an op-
portunity to explain this request.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr., FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I would
be prepared at this point to defer to
the majority leader or the minority
leader.

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the majority leader.

Mr., FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Utah for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I think some words of
explanation might be in order, consid-
ering the unusual undertaking of both
sides of the aisle to consider some very
limited legislative business today.

This is an unusual circumstance that
came to our attention at the last
moment. It does involve a 60-day post-
ponement of regulations which other-
wise would take effect tomorrow. I
think it is in the interest of proper ad-
ministration. It is supported by both
the majority and the minority, by the
committees, and by the other body,
and it is important that we go forward
with this delay.

If there should be a rollcall vote or-
dered on this legislation, I believe it
will be our intention to move that it be
postponed until tomorrow. In any
event, it is important that we make as
much progress as we can today, and I
hope the legislation may be enacted
today.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. Under my
reservation, I yield to the minority
leader.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman'’s yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I simply want to em-
brace wholeheartedly the statement of
the majority leader and indicate that
it is an extraordinary circumstance
under which the gentleman has taken
or we jointly have taken this action
today. As the majority leader indi-
cates, if there should be a rollcall vote,
that would be taken tomorrow, al-
though I suspect that we may very
well get by without it.
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Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman from Utah [Mr. NieLson]
will allow me to proceed, I am appear-
ing here on behalf of the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS].

Let me note, Mr. Speaker, that the
bill we are now considering, if we get
the unanimous consent, is the one
that came from the other body just 4
or 5 minutes ago, and I hope that the
other body will in the future show
similar expeditious consideration in
legislation which leaves us. If we get
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this kind of comity, we will be in good
shape for the rest of the year.

Mr. Speaker, last year legislation
was passed by the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, and then
through both branches, which puts
strict regulations on potential abuses
involving government procurement.
The great majority of people, obvious-
ly, who work for us in the procure-
ment area are quite honest, as are the
great majority of most who do busi-
ness with the Government, but it is
our responsibility to protect ourselves
and the taxpayers against the minori-
ty who would abuse. Legislation was
passed last year that would do that. It
called for regulations to be promulgat-
ed. The law was signed into effect in
November 1988, and it had an effective
date 188 days after the enactment, but
the regulations did not come until
March 24, 1989. There was a 4-month
delay.

As a result, Mr. Speaker, we have
regulations which are now supposed to
go into effect tomorrow which have
concerned some people, some small
business people in particular, who
point out quite correctly that they do
not have the resources to monitor the
Federal regulations in the detail that
others do. The gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. ConyErs], the chairman of
the Committee on Government Oper-
ations, in the statement which I have
inserted, has said that he does not
regard this as a first step in amending
or repealing the legislation. He is
doing this and agreeing to do it at the
request of the Department of Defense
and the Office of Management and
Budget for the sole purpose here of
giving an additional 60 days so that
people can become familiar with the
regulations. He, as I say, does not see
this as an invitation to change them.
Obviously other Members are free to
do as they wish, but I did want to
make it clear that in the view of the
chairman of the committee this is
being done, accommodating the re-
quest by the administration. The
other body acted late last week. That
is why we are imposing on the Mem-
bers, as the two leaders explained,
having promised them that there
would be no legislative business. We
are doing legislative business, but of a
minimal sort.

Mr. Speaker, we make today no sub-
stantive change in any piece of legisla-
tion. We simply postpone for 60 days
the effective date of regulations carry-
ing out legislation which in itself re-
mains unchanged.

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Frank] for that expla-
nation.

The administration is in favor of
this bill. It gives them 60 more days to
get the provisions of the rules incorpo-
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rated into the organization. It is their
request. Congress has agreed to do it.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of S. 968. This bill would extend for 60
days the effective date of the procurement in-
tegrity provisions contained in section 6 of
Public Law 100-679, the Office of Federal
Procurement Policy Act Amendments of 1988.

These provisions, which will become effec-
tive on May 16, contain both criminal and civil
sanctions for certain proscribed activities deal-
ing with: First, gifts or other gratuities offered
to or solicited by Federal procurement offi-
cials; second, the receipt of contract source
selection information by Federal contractors;
and third, so-called revolving door practices of
Federal employees.

Although the statute, which was signed into
law on November 17, 1988, contained an ef-
fective date of 180 days after the date of en-
actment, proposed regulations were not pro-
mulgated until March 24, 1989—over 4
months after enactment. These regulations
meet with much industry criticism and some
provisions were substantially revised in re-
sponse to these comments. However, the re-
vised rules were not published as interim reg-
ulations until May 11—just 5 days before the
scheduled implementation date of the law.

Both DOD and OMB have contacted the
Committee on Government Operations re-
questing that Congress extend the effective
date for another 60 days so that both govern-
ment and industry could have an opportunity
to train their personnel regarding the new reg-
ulations. Given the fact that the law carries
with it both civil and criminal penalties, we are
urged to give Government and industry some
breathing room before these regulations
become effective.

| strongly support this law and believe that
the regulations, for the most part, adequately
and fairly carry out its provisions. The commit-
tee has been assured both by the administra-
tion and by industry representatives that the
requested extension is not masking an intent
to seek legislative repeal or modification of
the act or otherwise work substantial changes
to the regulations.

It is important to note that we are at this
point because of bureaucratic delay by the
writers of the regulations, and that the law
was and remains necessary because of the
unethical and illegal practices of some of the
larger contractors to the Government. While |
have little sympathy for these unethical busi-
ness practices and for a request by the ad-
ministration to extend the effective date be-
cause of its own delay in writing regulations, |
am very much concerned that small business
concerns be afforded an equitable opportunity
to study and become acquainted with the new
regulations and the law.

These small firms, generally, do not sub-
scribe to the Federal Register and can ill
afford to maintain a presence in Washington,
DC, to monitor regulatory change. They de-
serve a fair chance to know the rules of the
game especially when a violation of these
rules carries with it severe civil penalties and
prison terms. Small business should not be
made to pay for the mistakes and inattention
of the regulation writers or for unethical prac-
tices of some big businesses.
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I, therefore, urge my colleagues to support
S. 968. If the bill is enacted, | would also call
upon the Federal Acquisition Regulatory
Council to direct an educational program pri-
marily designed to advise smaller businesses
of the terms of the new regulations. Finally, |
would expect that each agency head will use
the extension to train its personnel, and | can
assure the House that the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations will monitor this activity
very closely.

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
{1 withdraw my reservation of objec-

on.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as
follows:

S. 968

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. DELAY OF EFFECTIVE DATE.

Section 6(b) of the Office of Federal Pro-
curement Policy Act Amendments of 1988
(Public Law 100-679; 102 Stat. 4068) is
amended by striking out “180 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act”) and in-
serting in lieu thereof “July 16, 1989".

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks on S. 968,
the Senate bill just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

PATTERN OF PERVASIVE POLI-
TICS OVER PROFESSIONALISM
IN THE PARK SERVICE

(Mr. VENTO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I have
long been concerned that the proud
tradition of the National Park Service
has been damaged by the increasing
politicization of this agency. Political
considerations are overwhelming pro-
fessional judgment. The pervasive pat-
tern of politics over professionalism in
the National Park Service is very dis-
appointing. A revised vacancy an-
nouncement for the Assistant Director
of Visitor Services of the National
Park Service is the most recent point
of concern. When this position was
first advertised last November, this job
announcement called for applicants
from the Department of the Interior.
As of today, it has been changed so
that applicants from all sources—any-
where—can apply specifically to this
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unique accommodation of political
friends. The job announcement also
says that those who applied before—
and there were many applicants—need
not apply again—there included but
unfortunately not likely to pass the
new political test that is reflected in
this revised announcement.

This change—subtle in its wording
but not its potential effects—is more
than a slap at the professionalism of
the National Park Service—it is a out-
right assault. By specifying all sources
the administration is telling all of us
that they do not believe that well
qualified people exist in the National
Park Service—for this position of As-
sistant Director of Park Service.

This position oversees many of the
key functions of the National Park
Service—for park ranger activities in-
cluding park fees, law enforcement,
fire management; for land acquisition
including mining and mineral issues;
for maintenance and engineering, and
for concessions. In other words the
person in this position oversees every-
thing from the fires, such as those at
Yellowstone Park last year, to the
antidrug efforts, to food and lodging
for park visitors. The Assistant Direc-
tor is also responsible for such contro-
versial issues as grazing uses and wil-
derness management. This position
covers many of the key purposes of
the National Park Service. This posi-
tion must not become a political plum
reward instead of a professional posi-
tion. This sends a chilling message of
politics first and professionalism
second with National Park Service.

I am writing to the Office of Person-
nel Management to request an investi-
gation of this situation which I fear is
simply a preselection of an outside
person for the position of Assistant Di-
rector for visitor services. I find it
both surprising and preposterous that
the person who should be a park rang-
er’s ranger can now be an outsider to
the National Park Service.

Mr. Speaker, this coming Thursday
the Subcommittee on Parks and
Public Lands will be reviewing new leg-
islation, H.R. 1484, that would prevent
the continued political erosion of the
National Park Service. It is apparently
needed today in this new administra-
tion as much as has been evident the
past decade.

REV. BARBARA ST. ANDREWS

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to express the appreciation of the
House to the Reverend Barbara St.
Andrews who has honored the House
today by being our guest chaplain.

Mr. Speaker, Rev. Barbara St. An-
drews is a member of the Episcopal Di-
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ocese of San Francisco, and she has
been the guest chaplain in the other
body, in the U.S. Senate, as well as the
guest chaplain here,

She is the first woman chaplain to
do so. Members present today have ob-
served an historic appearance by a
guest chaplain. We are honored by her
presence and her ministration to the
House, and we wish to express our sin-
cere appreciation and thanks to her.

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLA-
TION AUTHORIZING ICC TO
REVIEW MAJOR RAILROAD
TRANSACTIONS

(Mr. TAUKE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. TAUKE. Mr. Speaker, many of
us from the Midwest have been watch-
ing with concern the efforts of a New
York investment firm to effectuate a
hostile takeover of a major midwest-
ern railroad, the Chicago & North-
western [CNW]1. The CNW is by far
the dominant railroad in my home
State of Iowa with 40 percent of the
current operating rail lines, but it has
also become a major shipper of coal
from Wyoming—adding a new element
of competition to shipments from the
Powder River Basin—and is a critical
east-west rail bridge.

A number of midwestern Congress-
men and Senators have expressed con-
cerns about the public interest aspects
of the proposed CNW takeover and
have asked the Interstate Commerce
Commission to examine this hostile le-
veraged takeover. However, it appears
that the ICC may soon conclude that
it does not have sufficent statutory au-
thority to scrutinize this transaction
to ensure that this sale serves the
public interest. The reason for this is a
technicality—that the company at-
tempting this hostile takeover is not
currently a rail carrier. Therefore, it
does not fall under the statutory
guidelines requiring ICC approval.
The proposal to take over the CNW
will add hundreds of millions of dol-
lars in new debt to the railroad and
will likely bring about a drastic re-
structuring of its current system. Ob-
viously, if our policies designed to pro-
tect the public interest mean any-
thing, this transaction should be sub-
ject to ICC review.

To accomplish that goal, I am today
introducing legislation to rectify this
shortfall in the authority of the ICC
to review major railroad transactions
and to ensure that the public interest
is protected.

RAISING THE EXEMPTION FOR
CHILDREN FROM $1,950 TO $3,000

(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, today is
the day after Mother’s Day, and I
cannot think of any more appropriate
time to introduce legislation to sub-
stantially raise the allowance for chil-
dren on income tax returns for Ameri-
can families.

Mr. Speaker, my bill would raise this
exemption from $1,950, as on the re-
turns we just filed, to $3,000.

Edwin Feulner, chairman of the Her-
itage Foundation, wrote recently in
the Washington Times that, if this
credit had been indexed for inflation,
it would be $6,300 today. My bill is a
modest and fair increase to less than
half that amount.

Mr. Speaker, contrary to media im-
pressions, the vast majority of Ameri-
can children are well fed, well clothed,
and well cared for. The mothers and
fathers of America are doing a good
job, but they could do more and better
things for their children if the Gov-
ernment did not take so much of their
money.

We do not have a daycare crisis in
this country today, and we certainly
do not need some massive and expen-
sive day-care bureaucracy in this
Nation. All this would really do is end
up helping a bunch of bureaucrats
who would get higher paying jobs.

Mr. Speaker, what we really need is
to encourage people to have more chil-
dren and to allow American families to
keep a little more of their own money
so that they can do more for their own
children.
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GEN. VARTAN RETIRING AFTER
36 YEARS' SERVICE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SkELTON). Under a previous order of
the House the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr, MoNTGOMERY] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
commend one of our country’s truly outstand-
ing and dedicated military officers, Brig. Gen.
Walter G. Vartan, Air Force Reserve after 35
years of service.

General Vartan was born July 17, 1932, in
Chicago. He graduated from Amundsen High
School, Chicago, and went on to Grinnell
(lowa) College, where he earned his bachelor
of arts degree in business and was commis-
sioned as a second lieutenant through the Re-
serve Officer Training Corps Program in 1954.
He continued his formal education at Carnegie
Institute of Technology, Pittsburgh, pursuing
an advanced degree in management. He com-
pleted Nuclear Weapons School in 1956; Air
Command and Staff College in 1972 and
Senior Officer Professional Military Education
at the Air War College in 1983.

In 1955, General Vartan entered pilot train-
ing at Malden Air Force Base, MO., earning
his wings in August 1956. His first operational
assignment after graduation was to the Strate-
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gic Air Command’s 307th Bombardment Wing,
Lincoln Air Base, NE, flying in B-47's.

The general joined the Air Force Reserve in
1963 and was assigned to the 928 Troop Car-
rier Group at Chicago-O'Hare International Air-
port. In November 1974 he became com-
mander of the 64th Tactical Airlift Squadron at
Chicago-O'Hare, and in November 1977 he
was assigned as deputy commander for oper-
ations, 928th Tactical Airlift Group. From Oc-
tober 1979 to May 1980, he was assigned as
mobilization augmentee to the deputy chief of
staff, operations, Headquarters U.S. Air Force
Reserve, Robins Air Force Base, GA. General
Vartan then returned to Chicago-O'Hare Inter-
national Airport as commander of the 928th
Tactical Airlift Group. He assumed his present
duties in July 1981.

General Vartan is a command pilot with
more than 4,000 flying hours in T-34’s, T-
28's, C-119's and C-130's. He also has addi-
tional time in A-37's, F-4's, HH-3's and KC-
135's. He was qualified as a flight instructor in
C-119's and C-130's.

After 35 years of service, Brigadier General
Vartan, currently mobilization assistant to the
deputy to the chief of Air Force Reserve will
retire from active service.

The general's civic affiliations include nu-
merous positions in the Reserve Officers As-
sociation culminating in election to national
president in 1983. He is active in the Air Force
Association having received a National Air
Force Association Outstanding Chapter Award
as president of Chicagoland O'Hare chapter.
He received an Air Force Association Presi-
dential Citation for his role in the creation of
defense symposiums in the Great Lakes
region. General Vartan received the Chicago-
land and Armed Forces Council Award for
achievement as a civilian and military leader in
promoting awareness of military and commu-
nity relations. He was selected by; the chief of
Air Force Reserve as Air Reserve Citizen of
the Year for 1983. He also serves on the Air
Force Reserve Objective Plan Committee. The
general is active in technical and managerial
organizations associated with his civilian pro-
fessional field.

General Vartan is married to the former
Karen Hofmann of Haddonfield, NJ. He has
four daughters: Jeanene Marie, Victoria Lee,
Valerie Jean, and Marianne Irene.

Mr. Speaker, | want to commend General
Vartan for his years of outstanding and dedi-
cated service to the Air Force, the Congress
and his country. He is one of the best of this
country's citizen airmen.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNzIO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. ANNUNZIO addressed the
House. His remarks will appear hereaf-
ter in the Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OwEeNs] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

[Mr. OWENS of New York ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will
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Remar

IMPORTANT WORK BY ARMED
SERVICES COMMITTEE ON
MILITARY EDUCATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON]
is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, today I
begin a series of discussions on the
House floor concerning work by the
Armed Services Committee, and par-
ticularly the Panel on Military Educa-
tion, which I had the honor to chair
over the past year.

I might give some background and
history of it and do some initial discus-
sion because this has been a very im-
portant piece of work by the Armed
Services Committee and will have far-
reaching and long-lasting positive ef-
fects on our military.

Mr. Speaker, on November 13, 1987
the House Armed Services Committee
chairman, the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. AsPiN] established this
Panel on Military Education and he
appointed this speaker as chairman
and seven other members of the
Armed Services Committee on this bi-
partisan panel. The creation of this
panel signified recognition by Con-
gress that rigorous high quality pro-
fessional military education is vital to
the national security. It is an inves-
ment in the future military leadership
for both war and peace.

The committee interest in profes-
sional military education is a direct
consequence of its earlier work from
1982 until 1986 on the defense reorga-
nization issue. This culminated with
the passage of what is now known as
the Goldwater-Nichols Department of
Defense Reorganization Act of 1986.
Congress reached back on the lessons
concerning the importance of joint
military operations and implemented
those in the Goldwater-Nichols Act.

The primary objective of that 1986
Act is to strengthen the joint elements
of the military, especially the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the Commanders in Chief, also known
as CINC’s, of the Combat Commands.
The primary method of that act is to
change organizations and their respon-
sibilities, The organizational changes
are found in title II, Military Advice
and Command Function, which desig-
nated the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff as the principal mili-
tary adviser to the President and the
National Security Council and the Sec-
retary of Defense. It gave the Com-
manders in Chief, or the CINC’s, as we
call them, clear command authority
over subordinate commands and forces

assigned.

Now, Mr. Speaker, in order to bene-
fit fully from these organizational
changes, Congress believes it had to
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improve the performance of officers
assigned to joint elements. The re-
quired personnel changes are con-
tained in title IV of that 1986 act, enti-
tled “Joint Officer Personnel Policy.”
Those personnel changes are designed
to insure quality in two related fac-
tors, both experience and education.
This study conducted by our panel
focuses on education. Education is im-
portant, both for learning facts and

for affecting attitudes, as well as
values.
Specifically, joint education can

broaden an officer's knowledge beyond
his own military service in joint multi-
service matters and can help the offi-
cer develop a joint perspective.

Using educational change to supple-
ment and reinforce organizational
change is not unique to the Gold-
water-Nichols Act.

Back in 1898, the Spanish-American
War made it clear that the Army’s or-
ganization suffered from divided au-
thority, that it could not meet the
20th-century needs.

Secretary of War Roots established
the Army War College in 1901, and by
1903 had legislation creating a Chief
of Staff and the Army General Staff.
All three changes increased integra-
tion of the Army.

After World War II, the Joint
Schools were established; namely, the
National War College and the Indus-
trial College of the Armed Forces in
1946 and the Armed Forces Staff Col-
lege in 1947, which is located in Nor-
folk, VA,

Further, the National Security Act
of 1947, later amended in 1949, created
the Secretary and Department of De-
fense and formally established the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Again, both organizational and edu-
cational steps were unifying ones.

Military leaders are not the only
ones who have emphasized the impor-
tance of military education. Winston
Churchill, among others, made it clear
about the importance of military edu-
cation and how the military officer
was educated to successfully prosecute
World War II.

This panel, appointed by Chairman
AspPIN, was asked to review the overall
professional military personnel of our
Nation, and that we did. The panel’s
charter, setup by the chairman, asked
that we study two areas of profession-
al military education. The first was to
assess the ability of the current De-
partment of Defense military educa-
tion system to develop professional
military strategists, joint war fighters
and tacticians.

Along this line, I became quite con-
cerned a little over a year ago and
made a series of five speeches on strat-
egy and the need to educate future
American strategists, and out of those
speeches came this panel and our
charter.
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The second was to review the De-
partment of Defense plans for imple-
menting the joint professional mili-
tary educational requirements set
forth in title IV of the Goldwater-
Nichols Act with a view toward assur-
ing that this education provides the
proper linkage between the service
competent officers and competent
joint officers.

The third area of inquiry, though
not specifically stated, but was quite
implicit in the terms of the panel’s
charter and also explicit upon exami-
nation, was the area of quality. Ac-
cordingly, the report addresses all
three of these areas, Mr. Speaker:
strategy, jointness and quality.

The scope of the study was to deter-
mine where to concentrate our efforts.
The panel had to relate the areas of
its examination to levels of existing
professional military education
schools. The first level of military edu-
cation, precommissioning education, is
accomplished in service academies and
the ROTC Corps, which are units of
civilian colleges and the officer candi-
date schools.
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There are levels of military educa-
tion after the commissioning. The first
is the primary level where courses are
normally attended within the first 8
years after commissioning, and they
are focused on the officers’ branch for
specialties such as armor, infantry, ar-
tillery, submarines, and the like. The
second level is that of intermediate
level, and the courses there are nor-
mally attended between the 10th and
the 15th year of service when the offi-
cer is a major in the Army or Air
Force or lieutenant commander in the
Navy or major in the Marines, and at
the Army Intermediate School at Fort
Leavenworth, the primary focus is not
on how a single branch operates but
on how various branches such as in-
fantry and armor and artillery fight
together in what they call combined
arms as a team. The third level, the
senior level, are courses normally at-
tended between the 16th and 23d year
of service when the officer is a lieuten-
ant colonel or colonel or a Navy com-
mander or captain. While the curricu-
la vary, the war colleges generally
study about operational art and strate-

The three service war colleges, the
two joint colleges, the National War
College and the Industrial College of
the Armed Forces make up the senior
category of schools. The Marine
Corps, I might point out at this point,
has no senior school, but it does a
good job of sending its officers to the
other senior schools.

There is a fourth level known as the
general officer or flag officer level,
and the services created short courses
for flag officers, and by the 1980's, it
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had established a joint staff course
known as Capstone for newly selected
general and flag officers.

Our panel, the military education
panels, settled on the highest three
levels, the intermediate, senior and
general flag officer, and we did not
look at the primary or precommission-
ing education. The panel's focus on
formal military education excluded de-
tailed inquiry into a number of closely
related areas. It did not talk about on-
the-job experience, which is so very
important. It did not talk about self-
development, although I might point
out that Gen. Carl Vuono of the Army
Chief of Staff put a great deal of im-
portance on development of an Army
officer’s career in his testimony before
our panel a few months ago. This also
did not touch on the specialized joint
military schools such as the manage-
ment college at Fort Belvoir or the In-
telligence College at Bolling Air Force
Base and the like, and did not talk
about the foreign professional military
schools or the service graduate educa-
tion institutions.

Mr. Speaker, after the panel was
chartered, the Committee on Armed
Services established this program
under this panel, and we did ask that
we be allowed to proceed for hearings
and to visit the various schools, which
we did. We conducted some 28 hear-
ings, had 48 witnesses at those hear-
ings, and interviewed over 100 civilian
and military, both active duty and re-
tired, people in connection with our
study. The panel also visited all 10 of
the senior and intermediate-level mili-
tary schools and held hearings at most
of them, with the exception of those
here in the Washington area, where
we held the hearings here on Capitol
Hill.

We also attended classes. We talked
separately with the school faculties,
senior staff, and students, and the
panel supplemented the visits with
data, interviews and briefings, and pre-
vious reports, as well as other litera-
ture that we were able to obtain. We
heard the testimony from the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, all four serv-
ice chiefs, four commanders in chief,
four CINC’s of combat commends, ci-
vilian educators, former service chiefs,
civilian defense officials and military
educators. Mr. Speaker, we also visited
and were briefed at various British,
French, and West German military
schools, and had the opportunity to
compare their professional military
education with the American interme-
diate and senior-level military schools.

Mr. Speaker, I will conclude my re-
marks today with the undertanding
that I will continue speaking on this
subject from time to time and hopeful-
ly we will have a full discussion for our
Members to understand and have
within the REcorp so we will know the
full extent of the work of the Panel on
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Military Education done by the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, which I
chair.

TRIBUTE TO JUDGE GERALD W.
HEANEY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER-
STAR] is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
take this opportunity to pay tribute to
a distinguished American jurist, Judge
Gerald W. Heaney, of the U.S. Circuit
Court of Appeals for the Eighth Cir-
cuit. On December 31, 1988, Judge
Heaney assumed senior status after
serving for 22 years as a circuit court
judege.

Gerald Heaney was born January 29,
1918, in Goodhue, a rural community
in southeastern Minnesota. In that
productive farming area of the State
of Minnesota, Jerry Heaney learned
the value of a close family, honesty,
and hard work, qualities which have
characterized his private life and
which have been the hallmark of his
public service.

Judge Heaney received his under-
graduate education at the College of
St. Thomas in St. Paul, MN, and later
his law degree from the University of
Minnesota, in 1941.

Mr. Speaker, at the outbreak of
World War II, Jerry Heaney entered
the U.S. Army, rising to the rank of
captain. As a member of a distin-
guished ranger Dbattalion, Jerry
Heaney participated in the historic D-
Day landing at Normandy. For his war
service, he was decorated with the
Silver Star for extraordinary bravery
in the Battle of La Pointe du Hoc at
Normandy, and he also won the
Bronze Star and five Battle Stars.

At the end of the war Judge Heaney
returned home to marry Eleanor
Schmitt, now his wife of some 43
years. He entered into private law
practice in Duluth, spending 20 years
with the firm of Lewis, Hammer,
Heaney, Weyl & Halverson, and
during that time he was instrumental
in improving the educational system in
Minnesota, working with the Gover-
nor and the State legislature to pass a
State school aid formula which re-
mains in use today and is a model for
the whole country, and serving on the
distinguished board of regents of the
University of Minnesota.

As a lawyer in private practice,
Judge Heaney concentrated in the
area of labor law, dedicating himself
to service of the disadvantaged. He
also represented the teachers in
Duluth and helped the Duluth school
district become the first in Minnesota
to adopt the same pay scale for both
men and women.

In 1966, with the support of Sena-
tors Eugene McCarthy and Walter
Mondale, as well as then Vice Presi-
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dent Hubert H. Humphrey, and my
predecessor, Congressman John A.
Blatnik, President Lyndon B. Johnson
appointed Judge Heaney to a newly
created vacancy on the Eighth Circuit
Court of Appeals.

On the bench Judge Heaney has
been a leader in protecting the rights
of the disadvantaged. The essence of
his career was summed up by his own
words in a recent interview that:

My view is that if we are going to preserve
our democracy, the single most important
thing we can do is make sure that every
person has equal opportunity for an educa-
tion, a job, and a home. I felt an obligation
for those in our society who are poor, who
are less educated, who do not have the ad-
vantages that some of the rest of us have
had, but who, nevertheless, deserve the pro-
tection of the Constitution.

Throughout his tenure on the court,
Judge Heaney has gained a reputation
as a hard-working, well-prepared, and
fair-minded jurist. He has been a
leader in handling school desegrega-
tion cases in St. Louis, Little Rock,
Kansas City, and Omaha. He takes
pride in pointing out that in St. Louis
today 12,000 black students are en-
rolled in suburban schools, and class
sizes in the inner-city schools have
dropped from 35 to 22 students.

Judge Heaney has been a leader in
assuring fair treatment for Social Se-
curity claimants and in assuring
decent and humane conditions of con-
finement for prisoners. He also au-
thored the opinion in a decision in In
re Ahlers, which served as a model for
protections that this body afforded
family farmers in the recently enacted
chapter 12 of the Bankruptcy Code.

Judge Heaney has left his mark on
the landscape of the law. His col-
league, Donald P. Lay, chief judge for
the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals,
said it beautifully:

In my judgment he is the most outstand-
ing judge ever to serve, not only on the
Eighth Circuit but throughout the United
States, in the last 25 years. He is the most
well-prepared judge in the circuit. His indus-
try and dedication to law are unparalleled.
His compassion and understanding of
human problems is unique. He is a scholar
and true gentleman in all respects.
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Former Vice President Walter Mon-
dale said of Judge Heaney:

I have served many years in public life
and one of the best things I did was to sup-
port the nomination of Gerald W. Heaney
to be a Circuit Judge for the Eighth Circuit.
His career has been brilliant, it has been en-
ergetic, but above all it has been just. He
has shown that special depth, that season-
ing, and that caring that is rare. We want
all of our Judges to show that wisdom and
depth, but few have demonstrated those
qualities as fully as Judge Heaney.

As Judge Heaney assumes senior
status and has time to spend more of
his time with his warm, and gracious,
and beautiful Eleanor, and gives a bit
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more of his seemingly limitless energy
and attention to his two children,
Carole and Bill, and four grandchil-
dren, Megan, Erin, Kelly, and Mat-
thew, I wanted to take this opportuni-
ty to call the attention of the House,
and through the House this entire
country to the appreciation that I
have and that I think all fellow citi-
zens should have for Gerald W. Hean-
ey’s years of dedication and service to
the citizens of his State and his coun-
try. We look forward to many more
years of good health and good service
as he assumes senior judge status.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON
HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 106

Mr. PANETTA submitted the follow-
ing conference report and statement
on the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 106), setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the U.S. Government
for the fiscal years 1990, 1991, and
1992:

CoNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 101-50)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 106), setting forth
the Congressional Budget for the United
States Government for the fiscal years 1990,
1991, and 1992, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the
following:

That the Congress determines and declares
that the concurrent resolution on the budget
JSor fiscal year 1990 is established and the
appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal years
1991 and 1992 are set forth.

MAXIMUM DEFICIT AMOUNTS

Sec. 2. The following levels and amounts
in this section are set forth for purposes of
determining, in accordance with section
301(i) of the Congressional Budget and Im-
poundment Control Act of 1974, as amended
by the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985 and the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Reaf-
firmation Act of 1987, whether the maxi-
mum deficit amount for a fiscal year has
been exceeded, and as set forth in this con-
current resolution, shall be considered to be
mathematically consistent with the other
amounts and levels set forth in this concur-
rent resolution’

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1990: $1,065,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1991: $1,144,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1992: $1,216,500,000,000.

(2) The appropriate levels of total budget
authority are as follows:

Fiscal year 1990: $1,329,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1991: $1,426,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1992: $1,479,400,000,000.

(3) The appropriale levels of total budget
outlays are as follows:

Fiscal year 1990: $1,165,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1991: $1,233,100,000,000.
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Fiscal year 1992: $1,282,300,000,000.

f4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-
lows:

Fiscal year 1990: $99,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1991: $88,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1992: $65,800,000,000.

RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS

Sec. 3. (a) The following budgetary levels
are appropriate for the fiscal years begin-
ning on October 1, 1989, October 1, 1990,
and October 1, 1991:

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1990: $776,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1991: $831,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 1992: $884,400,000,000.
and the amounts by which the aggregate
levels of Federal revenues should be in-
creased are as follows:

Fiscal year 1990: $5,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 1991: $6,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1992: $6,300,000,000.
and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con-
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur-
ance within the recommended levels of Fed-
eral revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1990: $69,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1991: $75,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1992: $79,900,000,000.

f2) The appropriate levels of total new
budget authorily are as follows:

Fiscal year 1990: $1,041,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1991 $1,116,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1992: $1,148,400,000,000.

(3) The appropriale levels of total budget
outlays are as follows:

Fiscal year 1990: $945,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1991: $1,001,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1992: $1,041,600,000,000.
mw The amounts of the deficilts are as fol-

W8:

Fiscal year 1990: $168,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1991 $169,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1992 $157,200,000,000.

(5) The appropriate levels of the public
debt are as follows:

Fiscal year 1990: $3,122,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1991 $3,374,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1992 $3,600,700,000,000.

(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal
credit activity for the fiscal years beginning
on October 1, 1989, October 1, 1990, and Oc-
tober 1, 1991, are as follows:

Fiscal year 1930:

fA) New direct
$19,300,000,000.

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $107,300,000,000.

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $93,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1991:

fA) New direct loan
$19,600,000,000.

fB) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $§115,000,000,000.

fC) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $97,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1992:

fA) New direct
$19,500,000,000.

(B) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $119,600,000,000.

(C) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $100,900,000,000.

(b) The Congress hereby determines and
declares that the appropriate levels of
budget authority and budget outlays, and
the appropriate levels of new direct loan ob-
lipations, new primary loan guarantee com-
mitments, and new secondary loan guaran-
tee commitments for fiscal years 1990
through 1992 for each major functional cate-
gory are.

(1) National Defense (050):

loan

obligations,

obligations,

loan obligations,
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Fiscal year 1990:
(A) New budget authority,
$305,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $299,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991:

(4) New budget
$319,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $310,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992:

(4) New budget
$332,500,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, $322,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, £0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 1990:

(A) New budget authority, $18,300,000,000.

{B) Outlays, £16,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$1,900,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,400,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1991;

(4) New budget authority, $18,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,700,000,000.

obligations,

(C) New direct loan
$2,000,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,700,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1992:

(A) New budget authority, $19,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations,
£2,000,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $6,900,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $200,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technolo-
gy (250):

Fiscal year 1990:

fA) New budget authority, $14,400,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, $14,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

fD) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991:

(A) New budget authority, $15,000,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, $14,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992:

(A) New budget authority, $15,600,000,000.

(B) OQutlays, $15,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

fE) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

f4) Energy (270);

Fiscal year 1990:

(A) New budget authority, $6,100,000,000.

authority,

authority,

obligations,
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fB) Outlays, $4,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$2,000,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991.

f4) New budget authority, $6,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,300,000,000.

obligations,

obligations,

(C) New direct loan
$2,100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

{E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, £0.

Fiscal year 1992:

(A) New budget authority, $£6,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations,
$2,300,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300);

Fiscal year 1990:

(A) New budget authority, $17,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,400,000,000.

(C)] New direct loan obligalions,
$100,000,000.

{D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
mendts, $0.

(E} New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991:

(A) New budget authority, $18,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $18,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations,
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992;

(A) New budget authority, $18,700,000,000.

fB) Outlays, $18,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations,
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(6) Agriculture (350):

Fiscal year 1990:

(A) New budget authority, $18,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations,
$10,100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $5,400,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991:

fA) New budget authorily, $20,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,600,000,000.

fC) New direct loan
$10,200,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guaraniee commit-
ments, $5,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guaraniee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992:

(A) New budget authority, $21,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $16,000,000,000.

fC) New direct loan obligations,
$9,700,000,000.

D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $5,400,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

{7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

Fiscal year 1990:

obligations,
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(A) New budget authority, $13,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations,
$3,300,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $60,500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $93,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 1991:
(A) New budget authority, 825,500 000,000.
(B) Outlays, $20,200,000,000.
obligations,

(C) New direct loan
$3,300,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $66,400,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $96,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 1992:

fA) New budget authority, $25,100,000,000.

(B) Oultlays, $20,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations,
$3,400,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commil-
ments, $69,600,000,000.

fE) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $100,700,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

Fiscal year 1990:

(4) New budget authority, £29,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $29,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commil-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991

(A) New budget authority, $30,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $29,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

D) New primary loan guaranitee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992:;

fA) New budget authority, $31,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $30,.0,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations,
$100,000,000.

D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

f9) Community and Regional Develop-
ment (450);

Fiscal year 1990:

(A) New budget authorily, £7,200,000,000.

{B) Outlays, $6,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations,
$1,000,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991:

fA) New budget authority, $7,100,000,000.

fB) Outlays, $6,800,000,000.

obligations,

fC) New direct loan
$1,100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992:

(A) New budget authority, $7,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $6,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations,
$1,100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $500,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(10) Education, Training, Employment,
and Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 1990:

May 15, 1989

(A) New budget authority, $41,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, £38,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commii-
ments, $13,100,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991;

(A) New budget authority, $42,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $42,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $13,600,000,000.

(E) New oecondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992

(A) New budget authority, $43,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $43,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $13,900,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 1990:

(A) New budget authority, $57,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $56,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, £0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $400,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991:

(A) New budget authority, $63,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $61,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, £0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commii-
mendts, $400,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, £0.

Fiscal year 1992;

(A) New budget authority, $69,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $68,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $400,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(12) Medicare (570);

Fiscal year 1990:

budget

fA) New
$123,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $98,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, £0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991:

(4) New budget
$136,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $113,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, £0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992:

f4) New budget
$149,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $128,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(13) Income Security (600):

authority,

authority,

authority,

Fiscal year 1990:

fA) New budget authority,
$185,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $145,600,000,000.

{C) New direct loan obligations,

$100,000,000.
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D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991;

fA) New budget
$217,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $155,500,000,000.

(C) New direct loan
$100,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commil-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

authority,

obligations,

Fiscal year 1992:

(4) New budget authority,
$220,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $164,600,000,000.

(C) New direct Iloan obligations,
$100,000,000.

fDJ) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(14) Social Security (650):

Fiscal year 1990:

(A) New budget authority, $5,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,400,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991

(A) New budget authority, $4,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992:

(4) New budgetl authority, $5,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000.

{C) New direct loan obligations, £0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(15) Velerans Benefits and Services (700):

Fiscal year 1990:

(A) New budget authority, $31,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $30,000,000,000.

(C) New direct loan  obligations,
$800,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $21,000,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991

fA) New budget authority, $32,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $31,700,000,000.

fC) New direct loan obligations,
£700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $21,900,000,000.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992:

(A) New budgetl authority, $33,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $32,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations,
$700,000,000.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $22,900,000,000.

fE) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(16) Administration of Justice (750):

Fiscal year 1990:

(A) New budget authority, $10,700,000,000.

{B) Outlays, $10,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

D) New primary loan guarantee commil-
ments, $0.
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991

fA) New budget authority, $11,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992:

(4) New budget authority, $12,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,300,000,000.

(CJ) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

fE) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(17) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 1990:

(A) New budget authority, $10,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $9,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991;

(A) New budget authority, $10,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,300,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commilt-
ments, £0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992:

{A) New budget authority, $10,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,200,000,000.

{C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(18) Net Interest (900):

Fiscal year 1990:

budget

(4) New
$197,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $197,500,000,000.

{C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guaraniee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guaraniee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991:

fA) New budget
$214,200,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, $214,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commil-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992:

(4) New budget
$226,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $226,800,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

fE) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(19) Allowances (920):

Fiscal year 1990:

budget

(4) New
—$19,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$17,500,000,000.

fC) New direct loan obligations, $0.

D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

fE) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991;

fA) New
—£42,000,000,000.

authority,

authority,

authority,

authority,

budget authority,
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(B) Outlays, —$45,200,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992:

f4) New budget
—$66,000,000,000.

(B) OQutlays, —$65,900,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commil-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts
950

(A) Fiscal year 1990:

(4) New budget
—$32,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$40,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, £0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1991:

fA) New budget
—$£35,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$35,700,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

Fiscal year 1992:

fA) New budget
—$35,800,000,000.

(B) Qutlays, —$36,100,000,000.

(C) New direct loan obligations, £0.

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0.

(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0.

SENSE OF THE CONGRESS

SEC. 4. It is the sense of the Congress that—

(1) Congress shall present the revenue por-
tion of the reconciliation bill to the Presi-
dent at the same time as the spending reduc-
ti:: provisions of the reconciliation bill;
a:

(2) the specific measures composing the
governmental receipts figure will be deter-
mined through the regular legislative and
constitutional process, and agreements
reached between the administration and the
Committee on Ways and Means and the
Commitiee on Finance on revenue legisla-
tion reconciled pursuant to this resolution
will be advanced legislatively when support-
ed by the President of the United States.

RECONCILIATION

SEec. 5. (a) Not later than July 15, 1989, the
commitiees named in subsections (b) and (c)
of this section shall submit their recommen.-
dations to the Commitiees on the Budget of
their respective Houses. After receiving those
recommendations, the Committees on the
Budget shall report to the House and Senale
a reconciliation bill or resolution or both
carrying out all such recommendations
without any substantive revision.

SENATE COMMITTEES

(b)(1) The Senate Committee on Agricul-
ture, Nutrition, and Forestry shall report (A)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide spending cuthorily as defined in
section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of
1874, (B) changes in laws within its juris-
diction that provide spending authority
other than as defined in section 401(¢e)(2)(C)
of the Act, or (C) any combination thereof,

authority,

authority,

authority,

authority,
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sufficient to reduce budget authority and
outlays as follows: $1,100,000,000 in budget
authority and $1,020,000,000 in outlays in
JSiscal year 1990.

(2) The Senate Commitiee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban affairs shall report (4)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide spending authority as defined in
section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of
1974, (B) changes in lows within its juris-
diction that provide spending authority
other than as defined in section 401(c)(2)(C)
of the Act, or (C) any combination thereof,
sufficient to reduce budget authority and
outlays as follows: $0 in budget authority
and $187,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
1990.

f3) The Senate Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation shall report (4)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide spending authority as defined in
section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of
1974, (B) changes in lows within its juris-
diction that provide spending authority
other than as defined in section 401(c)(2)(C)
of the Act, or (C) any combination thereof,
sufficient to reduce budget authorily and
outlays as follows: $£450,000,000 in budget
authority and $450,000,000 in outlays in
Siscal year 1990.

(4) The Senate Commiltee on Environ-
ment and Public Works shall report (4)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide spending authority as defined in
section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of
1974, (B) changes in laws within ils juris-
diction that provide spending authority
other than as defined in section 401(c)(2)(C)
of the Act, or (C) any combination thereof,
sufficient to reduce budget authority and
outlays as follows: $450,000,000 in budget
authority and $450,000,000 in outlays in
Siscal year 1990.

(5)({A) The Senate Committee on Finance
shall report (i) changes in laws within its ju-
risdiction thal provide spending authority
as defined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Con-
gressional Budget and Impoundment Con-
trol Act of 1974, (ii) changes in laws within
its jurisdiction that provide spending au-
thority other than as defined in seclion
401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, or (iii) any combina-
tion thereof, sufficient to reduce budgei au-
thority and outlays as follows: $0 in budget
authority and $2,300,000,000 in outlays in
fiscal year 1990.

(B) The Senate Commitiee on Finance
shall report changes in laws within its juris-
diction sufficient to increase revenues:
£5,300,000,000 in fiscal year 1990.

(C) In addition to the instructions in sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B), the Senate Commit-
tee on Finance shall report changes in laws
within its jurisdiction sufficient to reduce
outlays $468,000,000 in fiscal year 1990.

(6) The Senate Committee on Governmen-
tal Affairs shall report (A) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction that provide spend-
ing authority as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, (B)
changes in laws within ils jurisdiction that
provide spending authority other than as
defined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, or
(C) any combination thereof, sufficient to
reduce budget authority and outlays as fol-
lows: $£3,400,000,000 in budget authority and
£2,870,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1990.

(7) The Senate Commitiee on Labor and
Human Resources shall report (A) changes
in laws within its jurisdiction that provide
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spending authority as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, (B)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide spending authority other than as de-
fined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, or
(C) any combination thereof, sufficient to
reduce budget authority and outlays as fol-
lows: $70,000,000 in budget authority and
$70,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1990.

(8) The Senate Committee on Veterans' Af-
JSairs shall report (A) changes in laws within
its jurisdiction that provide spending au-
thority as defined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of
the Co Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974, (B) changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide
spending authority other than as defined in
section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, or (C) any
combination thereof, swfficient to reduce
budget authorily and outlays as follows:
$496,000,000 in Dbudget authority and
$666,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1990.

HOUSE COMMITTEES

fc)(1) The House Commiltee on Agricul-
ture shall report (A) changes in laws within
its jurisdiction that provide spending au-
thority as defined in section 401(c)f2)(C) of
the Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974, (B) changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide
spending authority other than as defined in
section 401(c)i2)iC) of the Act, or (C) any
combination thereof, sufficient to reduce
budget authority and outlays as follows:
$1,168,000,000 in budget authority and
$1,088,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1990
and $1,168,000,000 in budget authority, and
$1,151,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1991,

f2) The House Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs shall repori (4)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide spending authority as defined in
section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of
1974, (B) changes in laws within its juris-
diction that provide spending authority
other than as defined in section 401(c)(2)(C)
of the Act, or (C) any combination thereof,
sufficient to reduce budget authority end
outlays as follows: $0 in budget authority
and $187,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year
1990 and $0 in budget authority, and
£17,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1991,

(3) The House Committee on Education
and Labor shall report (A) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction that provide spend-
ing authorily as defined in section
401fe)(2)(C) of the Congr onal Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, f.B)
changes in laws within ils jurisdiction that
provide spending authority other than as
defined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, or
(C) any combination thereof, sufficient to
reduce budget authority and outlays as fol-
lows: $40,000,000 in budget authority and
$40,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1990
and $40,000,000 in budget aeuthority and
$£40,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1991.

f4) The House Commitiee on Energy and
Commerce shall report (A) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction that provide spend-
ing oauthority as defined in section
401(e)(2)(C) of the i Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, (B)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide spending authority other than as de-
fined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, or
(C) any combination thereof, sufficient lo
reduce budget authority and outlays as fol-
lows: $399,000,000 in budget authority and
£2,699,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1990
and $399,000,000 in budget authority and
$2,699,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1991.
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(5) The House Commitiee on Government
Operations shall report (A) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction that provide spend-
ing authority as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, (B)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide spending authority other than as
defined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, or
(C) any combination thereof, sufficient to
reduce budget authority and outlays as fol-
lows: $3,400,000,000 in budget authority and
$1,770,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1990
and $550,000,000 in budget authority in
Jiscal year 1991; and to increase outlays by
$570,000,000 in fiscal year 1991.

(6) The House Commiltlee on Interior and
Insular Affairs shall report (A) changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide
spending authorily as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, (B)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide spending authority other than as
defined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, or
(C) any combination thereof, sufficient to
reduce budget authority and outlays as fol-
lows: $299,000,000 in budgel authority and
$2985,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1990
and $299,000,000 in budget authority and
$255,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1991.

(7) The House Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries shall report (A)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide spending authority as defined in
section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Conirol Act of
1974, (B) changes in laws within its juris-
diction that provide spending authority
other than as defined in section 401(c)(2)(C)
of the Act, or (C) any combination thereof,
sufficient to reduce budget authority and
outlays as follows: £200,000,000 in budget
authority and $200,000,000 in outlays in
Sfiscal year 1990 and $200,000,000 in budget
authority and $200,000,000 in outlays in
Sfiscal year 1991.

(8) The House Commitlee on Post Office
and Civil Service shall report (A) changes in
laws within its jurisdiction that provide
spending authority as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, (B)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide spending authority other than as de-
JSined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, or
(C) any combination thereof, sufficient to
reduce budget authority and outlays as fol-
lows: $3,400,000,000 in budget authority and
$2,870,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1990
and $550,000,000 in budget authority in
fiscal year 1991; and to increase outlays by
370,000,000 in fiscal year 1991,

(10) The House Committee on Veterans’
Affairs shall report (A) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction that provide spend-
ing authority as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget
and I'mpoundment Control Act of 1974, (B)
changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide spending authoritly other than as de-
fined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of the Act, or
(C) any combination thereof, sufficient to
reduce budget authority and outlays as fol-
lows: $496,000,000 in budget authority and
$666,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1990
and $553,000,000 in budget authority and
$723,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1991,

(11)(A) The House Committee on Ways
and Means shall report (i) changes in laws
within its jurisdiction that provide spend-
ing authority as defined in section
401(c)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, (ii)



May 15, 1989

changes in laws within its jurisdiction that
provide spending authority other than as de-
fined in section 401/c)i2)iC) of the Act, or
(iii) any combination thereof, sufficient to
reduce budget authority and outlays as fol-

lows: $0 in Dbudget authority and
$2,300,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1990
and $0 in budget authorily and

$2,300,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1991.

(B) The House Committee on Ways and
Means shall report changes in laws within
its jurisdiction sufficient to increase reve-
nues as follows: $5,300,000,000 in fiscal year
1990 and $5,300,000,000 in fiscal year 1991.

(C) In addition to the instructions in sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B), the House Commit-
tee on Ways and Means shall report changes
in laws within its jurisdiction sufficient (i)
to reduce outlays, (i) to increase revenues,
or (iii) any combination thereof, as follows:
£400,000,000 in fiscal year 1990 and
£400,000,000 in fiscal year 1991,

SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS

SEC. 6. (a) Il is the sense of the Congress
that—

(1) from time to time the United States
Government should sell assets to nongovern-
ment buyers; and

(2) the amounts realized from such asset
sales will not recur on an annual basis and
do not reduce the demand for credit.

(b) For purposes of allocations and points
of order under section 302 of the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act of 1974, the amounts realized from asset
sales or prepayments of loans shall not be al-
located to a committee and shall not be
scored with respect to the level of budget au-
thority or outlays under a committee’s allo-
cation under section 302 of such Act.

fc) For purposes of this section—

(1) the terms “asset sale” and “prepay-
ment of a loan” shall have the same mean-
ing as under section 257(12) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 (as amended by the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Reaffirma-
tion Act of 1987); and

(2) the terms “asset sale” and “prepay-
ment of a loan” do not include asset sales
mandated by law before September 18, 1987,
and routine, ongoing asset sales and loan
prepayments at levels consistent with
agency operations in fiscal year 1986.

RESERVE FUND FOR CHILDREN

Sec. 7. (a)(1) In the Senate, it is assumed
that budget authority and outlays may be
allocated to the Senate Commitiee on Fi-
nance for increased funding for children, in-
cluding funding through tax credits, if the
Committee on Finance or the committee of
conference reports funding legislation that—

(A) will, if enacted, make funds available
for that purpose; and

(B) to the extent that the costs of such leg-
islation are not included in this resolution,
will not increase the deficit in this resolu-
tion for fiscal year 1990, and will not in-
crease the total deficit for the peried of
fiscal years 1990 through 1992.

(2) Upon the reporting of legislation pur-
suant to paragraph (1), and again upon the
submission of a conference report on such
legislation (if such a conference reporl is
submitted), the Chairman of the Committee
on the Budget of the Senate may file with
the Senate appropriately revised allocations
under section 302(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 and revised functional
levels and aggregates to carry out this sec-
tion. Such revised allocations, functional
levels, and aggregatles shall be considered for
the purposes of such Act as allocations,
Sfunctional levels, and aggregates contained
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in this resolution. The Commitiee on Fi-
nance shall report revised allocations pursu-
ant to section 302(b) of such Act for the ap-
propriate fiscal year (or years) to carry out
this section.

(b)(1) In the House, budget authority, out-
lays, and new entitlement authority shall be
allocated to the House Commitiee on Ways
and Means for increased funding for chil-
dren’s programs, including funding through
tax credits, if the Commitlee on Ways and
Means reports legislation that—

fA) will, if enacted, make funds available
Jor that purpose; and

(B) to the extent that the costs of such leg-
islation are not included in this resolution,
will not increase the deficil in this resolu-
tion for fiscal year 1990, and will not in-
crease the total deficit for the period of
JSiscal years 1990 through 1992.

(2) Upon the reporting of legislation pur-
suant to paragraph (1), the Chairman of the
Committee on the Budget of the House shall
file with the House appropriately revised al-
locations under section 302(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised
Junctional levels and aggregates to carry out
this section. Such revised allocations, func-
tional levels, and aggregates shall be consid-
ered for the purposes of such Act as alloca-
tions, functional levels, and aggregates con-
tained in this resolution. The Commiltee on
Ways and Means shall report revised alloca-
tions pursuant to section 302(b) of such Act
for the appropriate fiscal year to carry out
this section.

RESERVE FUND FOR MEDICAID

SEc. 8. (a) In the Senate, budget authority
and outlays may be allocated to the Senate
Committee on Finance for increased Medic-
aid funding if the Commitiee on Finance or
the committee of conference reports Medic-
aid funding legislation that—

(1) will, if enacted, make funds available
Sfor that purpose; and

(2) to the extent that the costs of such leg-
islation are not included in this resolution,
will not increase the deficit in this resolu-
tion for fiscal year 1990, and will not in-
crease the total deficit for the period of
fiscal years 1990 through 1992,

fb) Upon the reporting of legislation pur-
suant to subsection (a), and again upon the
submission of a conference report on such
legislation (if such a conference report is
submitted), the Chairman of the Committee
on the Budget of the Senate may file with
the Senate appropriately revised allocations
under section 302(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 and revised functional
levels and aggregates to carry out this sec-
tion. Such revised allocations, functional
levels, and aggregates shall be considered for
the purposes of such Act as allocations,
JSunctional levels, and aggregates contained
in this resolution. The Committee on Fi-
nance shall report revised allocations pursu-
ant to section 302(b) of such Act for the ap-
propriate fiscal year (or years) to carry out
this section.

SEC. 9. RECONCILIATION IN THE SENATE.

It is the sense of the Senate that in the
event that a commitlee of the House of Rep-
resentalives acts in response to section 5 of
this resolution lo report to the House Com-
mittee on the Budget recommendations for
legislation that would provide for increased
Medicaid funding, the Senatle shall adopt a
revision of the instructions in section 5 of
this resolution changing the instructions for
the Senate Committee on Finance to incor-
porate the assumption for Medicaid in-
creases reflected in this resolution and re-
flected in the allocations to the Committee
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on Finance under section 302(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974.
And the Senate agree to the same.
LeoN E. PANETTA,
THOMAS S. FOLEY,
MARTY RUSsso0,
Ebp JENKINS,
MARVIN LEATH,
CHARLES SCHUMER,
BARBARA BOXER,
JIM SLATTERY,
JAMES L. OBERSTAR,
BiILL FRENZEL,
BILL GRADISON,
BrLL GOODLING,
WM. THOMAS,
JACK BUECHNER,
Amo HOUGHTON,
Managers on the Part of the House.
JIM SASSER,
DoN RIEGLE,
PAUL SIMON,
TERRY SANFORD,
TiMOoTHY E. WIRTH,
PeTE V. DOMENICI,
CHUCK GRASSLEY,
PHIL
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the Senate
and the House at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the House on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the concurrent reso-
lution (H. Con. Res. 106) setting forth the
congressional budget for the United States
Government for the fiscal years 1990, 1991,
and 1992, submit the following joint state-
ment to the House and the Senate in expla-
nation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the managers and recommended in
the accompanying conference report:

EXPLANATION OF CONFERENCE AGREEMENT

The following tables show the functional
allocations and budget aggregates included
in the conference agreement. The fiscal
year 1990 columns show the budget aggre-
gate and functional allocations for the
budget resolution for fiscal year 1990. The
columns for fiscal year 1991 and fiscal year
1992 show budget aggregates and functional
allocations which the conferees consider ap-
propriate for those years.

Conference agreement

Fiscal year 1990: Billions
Budget authority.......c.ccoenee . 1,329.4
Outlays 1,165.2
Revenues 1,065.5
Deficit —99.7
Debt subject to limit..........c.ocrrvrnrennns 3,122.7

Fiscal year 1991:

Budget authority.......c.eninenenmne.. 1,426.2
Outlays 1,233.1
Revenues 1,144.7
Deficit —88.4
Debt subject to limit...............ccusuenen 3,374.3
Fiscal year 1992:
Budget authority........ccceerrvnereererenenes 1,479.4
Outlays 1,282.3
Revenues 1,216.5
Deficit —65.8
Debt subject to limit..........c.ererrnrerene. 3,600.7
CONFERENCE AGREEMENT TOTAL BUDGET
[In bilions of doltars)
1990 1991 1992
im Y i i Hgss; H;ﬁ tg%g
10655 11447 12165
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CONFERENCE AGREEMENT OFF-BUDGET—Continued

[in bilions of dollars) (in biions of dollars) (in biions of dollrs)
1990 1891 1992 199 1991 1992 190 1991 1%
—97 884 500 Education, Training, Employmenl and
183 206 213 Social Senvicex:
150 166 160 ﬁm
055 3192
133 55 21
092 3102 3 B Bl
Bnoon 2R Wiy, -3l :
o " 20 28 309
4 150
12 11 13
M1 149 e 22 13
61 63 1
; L0 392
LIRS B N5 09 438 %3 7m0
y2 10 187 R R e 9 420 433
74 13 187
83 06 A3
150 166 160
133 85 251
85 202 205
299 306 317
-0y —-28
%0 298 29 -2y -28
: : 13 98T Lex2h
& i 69 =300 =
S AN B K
a5 29 438 B T
39 20 433
511 60 692
%0 69 680 SENATE-PASSED RESOLUTION BY FUNCTION
1229 1363 1495 (In bilfons of dollars]
95 130 1280
1856 273 2205 Function 1980 1891 L9
456 1555 1646 ey
4 1435 14764
70 M3 32 LI649 12343 12817
91 %66 2840 oess L ll%igg
311 322 12 — =
(Tl 1 ]
W55 AT 305
AR S3FR s unind
T R T HS T | 22 AL el
18 85 197
101 04 108
REinujed. 1+ 8 TR T (T
810 1913 1970  The
BLO I3 1970 et el s 3 5 lows T80, 2008 1881, —23b1: 1 A
Tafsl Mg Ui
193 —472 —619 &l o 10
A it By CONFERENCE AGREEMENT OFF-BUDGET e e .
—453 415 A28 [in bilions of dollars] 174 185 180
+ Debt increase measures of the deficit: The amounts of the increase 183 06 213
n de s g‘m e Nesaton e 55l 1990, 2603 1991 T o A 150 165 159
251, 7%
debt: The Jevels of AhORY. i 2880 3102 N0 B4 169
&E‘: e pic o s Tolows: 1090, 2655, T, 282.; 1040 i;m 22 B8 TR T T X
s [ Y T —— . 4600 4813 % g‘l]nu gi;
CONFERENCE AGREEMENT ON-BUDGET * 050 National m”"*-
13 12 13
[in billons of dollars] 150 International Alfars: 65 69 69
1980 1991 1992 m .
250 General Science, Space and Technol- 07 20 a9
87 42 42
LI60 11484 Gt authorty
10015 10416 §5 69 s
18 S84 70 Energy. 58 618 679
—1697 -1§7.2 authority
124 1343 MR1
300 Natural Resources and Environment: 2 126 127
3192 325 authorty
302 324 1854 261 204
350 1456 1554 1643
186 197 authority
T A A0 W53 342
370 Commerce and Housing Credit: M98 W13 ;52
_———
150 156 08 37 3
143 153 400 Transportation: 00 34 35
6.3 69 om-' 2 111 120 126
3 47 450 oy 3 Regional Develog- 04 U8 125
1 187 authority w2 107 13
i m 99 105 107
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SENATE-PASSED RESOLUTION BY FUNCTION—Continued CONFERENCE AGREEMENT CREDIT SUMMARY—Continued HOUSE PASSED CREDIT SUMMARY—Continued
[In billons of dollars] {in billions of dolars) [in bilions of dollars]
Function 1990 1981 1992 Function 199 1991 1992 Function 1990 1991 1932
1810 19104 7] 1 1 050 050 050
jor. A 0 102 97 1000 1050 1100
—03 =01 54 55 54 V5 RS 5
=i S &8 1. u 05 W5 05
668 —B4d 605 664 69§ 13 §
=128 - =51 930 %9 1007 Ao e 1559
1 1 1
1 T ¥
HOUSE-PASSED RESOLUTION BY FUNCTION ooy 50 0%
[in billions of dolrs] i I
Fanctin 1990 1991 1992 Hha GUABEORS ..o 131 136 139 . =
1,350.925 1470025 1.547.075 4 4 4 lﬁgg llg'%
mm“““ """""""""" 1165250 1232725 1281275 ; -
Revenues 1,065.525 1144675 1216450 1 1 1
Deficit 99725 —88.050 —b4.825 4 7 7 tLess than $125 milon.
0 A9 29
gg{;g g;.% RECONCILIATION INSTRUCTIONS
4 3 uﬁg 3% B33 The House resolution included reconcilia-
18100 18850 92 971 1009 tion instructions to eight House committees
16575 16675 Lo report legislation to achieve savings in
s o fiscal years 1990-92, The Senate amendment
SENATE PASSED CREDIT SUMMARY included instructions to eight Senate Com-
14925 15325 mittees for fiscal year 1990. The conference
6000 6600 (In bilions of dollars] agreement includes reconciliation instruc-
3925 430 @ 19 1 tloms directing ten House Committees for a
17850 18525 e period of two years and eight Senate Com-
18250 18575 mittees for fiscal year 1990,
0350 20075 20 21 22 The House resolution required that in-
16350 15725 6.4 6.1 69 struced committees respond by June 30,
2 2 2 1989. The Senate amendment required in-
i) o 20 21 23 Structed committees to report by June 15,
; . 1989. The conference agreement provides
30525 31675 1 1 1 that committees must report by July 15,
29750 30,800 i kL < 1989.
10.0 10.2 gg
I 1% 494950 RECONCILIATION IN CONFERENCE AGREEMENT BY SENATE
33 33 34
& o
43325 W25 | .
s 7% e O S & o)
63125 69325 1950
62050 68125 i i-}, l-;
136250 149550 ) ! Spending: authorty 5966
HZms 1 I 5
207400 220775 Reventes (REV) — 5300
¥ 1 1 1
155575 164700 o5 S U ¢ Total deficit reduction —13,781
32325 33380 ] . d ww authority. - HIIJ
ans 3295 210 218 229 % —1,020
155 12005 il
1195 19000 193 198 197 Budget authority 0
' % R e
10425 10875 - :
1025 10175 b~ gre-
—450
. 1810 191300  196.875 Environment and Public Works:
X 1 196.875 ;
e ﬁ = HOUSE PASSED CREDIT SUMMARY Unspecied rconcitn. e
0000 O I m ty
L 19275 —47.200 —67925 [in bilions of doltars] —450
Medicare savings:
-+ - e Funclion 199 1991 1992 authorty 0
—40. -1 —2300
L7715 1800  1.850 — wg
CONFERENCE AGREEMENT CREDIT SUMMARY 6425 GES 690 Revenues (REV) —5.300
bilions: of dollars) Total, Finance -
» 2000 2100 2250 ﬂ'm et
Function 1990 1991 1992 Federal pension and postal reform: p
050 075 075 —1,100
Postal off-budget:
19 20 W 10225 9675 sathority —3400
o & 8 5400 5475 54 m “1m
y 3.200 3375 Total, Governmental Affairs:
20 21 23 60.500 66.350  69.625 Budget authority. —3.400
NA (1} NA Outiays —2810
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RECONCILIATION IN CONFERENCE AGREEMENT BY SENATE  RECONCILIATION IN CONFERENCE AGREEMENT BY HOUSE ALLOCATIONS OF SPENDING AND CREDIT

COMMITTEE—Continued COMMITTEE—Continued RESPONSIBILITIES TO HOUSE COMMITTEES
[ i of dobar] D i o o] ALLOCATION OF SPENDING RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE
1990 1990 1981 COMMITTEES PURSUANT TO SEC. 302(a) OF THE CON-
" ot - - GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—FISCAL YEAR: 1990
uman Resources: s SR T T milions of dollars
o [ '
Veterans: = Buget Entitle-
0 . : i
m&g m;um _ig iy autharity
Unspoabl wmiion 3 {
m —170
w,mm 49
Outiays. st TR = e A 1] a1 é‘;‘{ g
3 355 0
RECONCILIATION IN CONFERENCE AGREEMENT BY HOUSE ~* Jint jurisdiction, saings counted only once i toal savigs. 1200 4
COMMITTEE 2 0
[in millions of dollars] SENATE COMMITTEE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY s '
ALLOCATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 302 OF THE 3 i
19 L CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT FOR 1989 R
Spending: 36,663 0
Budget authority -5703 2310 [In millions of dollars) 45,213 0
nspooe W e el o 985~ 400 40 Veer 153 i
""" I i Direct Entitiements funded inistrati i
T H o b 800 Genr Gt s s o
L e e e U e L Committees .o D B .o 174340 159,495

|
gy O Bl gy

o ST | SR s e - )
12776 14035 23689 19000 17,000 0
88 32m 0 a Tt g
8,036 $006 il g . 5683 5.098 0
1,629 —194 0 oz el 1731 17341
¥ 350 AGTICUINIE ... 2,638 2467
1369 %l 8 8 370 Commerce and Housng Credil.. 3965 4300
14,691 T e v st e g B O 1
oy HiS G Mesgiov a1 ol SRS S S .
L T —— m m' 'n ink 5 Emm‘"‘
42662 0 0 ™00 Sacta S .07 2850
N A t
ot gfen 5 1310 23887
0 0 2l
1,564 1330 13140
1% 10560 1014
(261633) .. ue 9
5 RS B 1329400 1165200 113134 107,85 — =
9 SUDDEL ..o 482607 498,087 0
—50
~5 Discrefionary Action by Other Comit-
fees (Assumed Enlitiement Lepisia-
0 0 SENATE COMMITTEE CREDIT AUTHORITY ALLOCATIONS PUR- tion)
=230 2% SUANT TO SECTION 302 OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDG- o L y
_399  ETACT FOR 1990 L 20 2
—25% 457 n 0
550 [In milbons of doilars) 602 557 0
570 = 657,500 658,138 0
Committees Direct loans quarantees
— 29
29
8621 68609
2 9001 4208 93 250 0
—200 515 19 421 13 0
2 0 L
0
— 500 o ! 52 503 0
307 0w
—500
570 13976 1515 10,840
Total, Post Office and Cwil Service: 0 1350
Budget authorty.. Sy -5
Veterans' Afairs g5 21000
VA hausing loan origination fees: ~1168 1088  —600
Ou i - 3 —% 1168 1088  —600
Veletans vendee loan saies Total 19 107
Budgel DO A9 553 : o N 12300 W06 10240
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ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE Committee total......cme 2 17 0 SCIENCE, SPACE AND TECHNOLOGY
Current Level (Enacted Law) COMMITTEE
: W23 1212 jouse ADMSTRATION COMMITEE e o]
250 Gmtal Science, Space, and Tu:h- o ¥
q 1 0
BA70 21,409 £ 5 0
182 138 8 ] 0 1 | i
46869 32775 2 0 64 5
46869 32775 40 9 64 6 136 0
. s ~ 13 136 0
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS
. i § COMMITTEE 700 Veterans Benefits and Services..... 2414 2213 18702
w13 g m‘ i {Esey ) iacrar L ) SO, A4 2213 18702
1 i g, SO B ol 195 14 9
567 634 0
450 G cun:mn and Regional Develop- .
2 2 0 et 32 k] 367 mwmug]mm
550 Heaifh 3 0
15,530 14,167 0 800 General Government ..................... 664 676 £98 700 Veterans Benefits and Services — 496 — 666 457
o AN S 1512 L7 101 B 7 —4%  —666 457
Comittee total................... 1918 157 19159
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
-8794 9737 399 Curen L (Eaced Lw)
0 LIt 0 205 202
—879 -9 3% 870 940
6736 4203 199 2 &gé LI LS
= 3 19497 42842
231 22 254.3; 248,063
230 21 m 11
264632 264,632
19 19 19
650918 671,507
19 19 19 MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES
19 19 19 COMMITILE
Current Level (Enacted Law)
30 Natwsl Resouress g Envion - ! '
EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE % 53 0 570 Medicare.. 0 —2300 —2300
Carent Lev! (Enacted Law) . s; o 9 0 a0 a0
25 ¥ 6 6 0 Bl wlmil . | 0 —2700 —2700
8l 8 634 SUBOLA.....coce o 437 514 404 Committe total................... 751,061 648,218 668,897
106 2 1zl
Discretionary Action {Assumed
, 100 T 200 —200 0 0
3 0 15 Subtotal — 700 200 0 1]
g i OO e 21 T 0
106 2 12116 0
0
0
0
50 49 0 0
12 9s§ 123}3 3';'“? l.gg 3223 .
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ALLOCATION OF CREDIT RESPONSIBILITY TO HOUSE COM-
MITTEES PURSUANT TO SECTION 302(a) OF THE CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT—CONFERENCE REPORT FIS-
CAL YEAR 1990

[in millions of dollars]

107,300

FUNCTION 050

The House-passed resolution included
$305.5 billion in budget authority and $299.2
billion in outlays. The Senate amendment
and conference agreement each included
$305.5 billion in budget authority and $299.2
billion in outlays. These levels correspond to
those set forth in the Bipartisan Budget
Agreement between the President and the
Joint Leadership of Congress.

FUNCTION 150

The House-passed resolution included
$18.3 billion in budget authority and $16.7
billion in outlays. The Senate amendment
and conference agreement each included
$18.3 billion in budget authority and $16.7
billion in outlays. These levels correspond to
those set forth in the Bipartisan Budget
Agreement between the President and the
Joint Leadership of Congress.

FUNCTION 250

The House-passed resolution included
$14.4 billion in budget authority and $14.125
billion in outlays. The Senate amendment
included $14.2 billion in budget authority
and $14.0 billion in outlays. The conference
agreement includes $14.4 billion in budget
authority and $14.1 billion in outlays.

FUNCTION 270

The House-passed resolution included
$5.775 billion in budget authority and $3.8
billion in outlays. The Senate amendment
included $6.1 billion in budget authority and
$4.2 billion in outlays. The conference
agreement includes $6.1 billion in budget
authority and $4.2 billion in outlays.

FUNCTION 300

The House-passed resolution included
$17.05 billion in budget authority and
$17.525 billion in outlays. The Senate
amendment included $17.4 billion in budget
authority and $17.4 billion in outlays. The
conference agreement includes $17.2 billion
in budget authority and $17.4 billion in out-

lays.
FUNCTION 350

The House-passed resolution included
$18.05 billion in budget authority and $14.95
billion in outlays. The Senate amendment
included $18.3 billion in budget authority
and $15 billion in outlays. The conference
agreement includes $18.3 billion in budget
authority and $15 billion in outlays.
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FUNCTION 370
The House-passed resolution included
$13.25 billion in budget authority and $8.125
billion in outlays. The Senate amendment
included $21 billion in budget authority and
$18.1 billion in outlays. The conference
agreement includes $13.3 billion in budget
authority and $8.5 billion in outlays.
FUNCTION 400

The House-passed resolution included
$20.85 billion in budget authority and $29
billion in outlays. The Senate amendment
included $30.4 billion in budget authority
and $29.1 billion in outlays. The conference
agreement includes $29.9 billion in budget
authority and $29 billion in outlays.

FUNCTION 450

The House-passed resolution included
$7.15 billion in budget authority and $6.775
billion in outlays. The Senate amendment
included $7.3 billion in budget authority and
$6.6 billion in outlays. The conference
agreement includes $7.2 billion in budget
authority and $6.7 billion in outlays.

FUNCTION 500

The House-passed resolution included
$41.975 billion in budget authority and
$39.075 billion in outlays. The Senate
amendment included $40.7 billion in budget
authority and $38.7 billion in outlays. The
conference agreement includes $41.5 billion
in budget authority and $38.9 billion in out-
lays.

FUNCTION 550

The House-passed resolution included
$57.825 billion in budget authority and $56.2
billion in outlays. The Senate amendment
included $57.5 billion in budget authority
and $55.8 billion in outlays. The conference
agreement includes $57.7 billion in budget
authority and $56 billion in outlays.

FUNCTION 570

The House-passed resolution included
$123.85 billion in budget authority and
$98.35 billion in outlays. The Senate amend-
ment included $122.4 billion in budget au-
thority and $98.2 billion in outlays. The con-
ference agreement includes $123.9 billion in
budget authority and $98.5 billion in out-
lays.

FUNCTION 600

The House-passed resolution included
$185.675 billion in budget authority and
$145.625 billion in outlays. The Senate
amendment included $185.4 billion in
budget authority and $145.6 billion in out-
lays. The conference agreement includes
$185.6 billion in budget authority and $145.6
billion in outlays.

FUNCTION 650

The House-passed resolution included
$316.975 billion in budget authority and
$249.0756 billion in outlays. The Senate
amendment included $317 billion in budget
authority and $249.4 billion in outlays. The
conference agreement includes $317 billion
in budget authority and $249.1 billion in
outlays.

FUNCTION 700

The House-passed resolution included
$31.225 billion in budget authority and
$29.975 billion in outlays. The Senate
amendment included $30.8 billion in budget
authority and $30 billion in outlays. The
conference agreement includes $31.1 billion
in budget authority and $30 billion in out-
lays.

FUNCTION 750

The House-passed resolution included

$10.375 billion in budget authority and
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$9.925 billion in outlays. The Senate amend-
ment included $11.1 billion in budget au-
thority and $10.4 billion in outlays. The con-
ference agreement includes $10.7 billion in
}:udset authority and $10.1 billion in out-
ays.

FUNCTION 800

The House-passed resolution included
$10.06 billion in budget authority and $9.65
billion in outlays. The Senate amendment
included $10.2 billion in budget authority
and $9.9 billion in outlays. The conference
agreement includes $10.1 billion in budget
authority and $9.8 billion in outlays.

FUNCTION 9200

The House-passed resolution included
$181.025 billion in budget authority and
$181.025 billion in outlays. The Senate
amendment and conference agreement each
included $181 billion in budget authority
and $181 billion in outlays.

FUNCTION 920

The House-passed resolution included
$0.000 in budget authority and $—19.275 bil-
lion in outlays. The Senate amendment in-
cluded $—0.3 billion in budget authority and
$—1.4 billion in outlays. The conference
agreement included $—21.2 billion in budget
authority and $—19.3 billion in outlays.

FUNCTION 850

The House-passed resolution included
$—37.3756 billion in budget authority and
$—44.575 billion in outlays. The Senate
amendment included $-66.8 billion in
budget authority and $—72 billion in out-
lays. The conference agreement includes
$-38.2 billion in budget authority and
$—45.3 billion in outlays.

REVENUES

The House-passed resolution, Senate
amendment, and conference agreement
each provided for a fiscal year 1990 revenue
level of $1,065.5 billion. Consistent with the
Bipartisan Budget Agreement between the
President and the Joint Leadership of Con-
gress, this level assumes a $5.3 billion in-
crease from changes in tax law and a $0.5
billion increase from an IRS tax compliance
initiative. Revenue resulting from an appro-
priation for this initiative, which is not
within the jurisdiction of the tax-writing
committees, is not subject to, nor credited
towards, reconciliation,

EcoNOoMIC ASSUMPTIONS

The Conferees accepted the economic as-
sumptions used in the House- and Senate-
passed resolutions as the basis for the aggre-
gate budget estimates. These economic as-
sumptions were the basis for the Bipartisan
Budget Agreement, and were prepared by
the administration for the budget revisions
submitted to the Congress in February. The
economic assumptions are displayed in the
table below.

ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS
[Calendar years)
el Projcted
1988 1op9 1990 1991 1992
5517 S84
s e a8
4251 4399 4541
32 ‘33 ‘32
% a2 2
u 12w
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ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS—Continued
[Caendar years)

Projected

1991 1992

53 52 500 50
T4 55 45 A0

86 72 60 50
218 2913

10 &4 N
35 34 33 3§
7 N %

52 &1 &0 50

REPORT LANGUAGE

The Conferees intend that language in
the reports of the Senate and House Com-
mittees on the Budget on the concurrent
resolution on the budget that has not been
modified by this conference report remains
as a source of legislative history on the
drafters’ intent on the concurrent resolu-
tion.

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

The House resolution contained one provi-
sion stating the sense of the Committee on
the Budget regarding items provided in the
Bipartisan Budget Agreement Between the
President and the Joint Leadsership of Con-

gress.

The Senate amendment contained 22 mis-
cellaneous provisions regarding: the debt in-
crease as one measure of deficit, the deficit
levels excluding trust fund surpluses, the
[ nding levels of gross interest on the
public debt, the sale of government assets, a
reserve fund for subsidized housing contract
renewals, a reserve fund for Medicaid, a re-
serve fund for IRS compliance, fuel excise
taxes, further deficit reduction, Social Secu-
rity trust fund surpluses, Anti-Drug Abuse
Act of 1988 funding, more truthful presen-
tation of deficit, a reserve fund for children,
funds for prison expenses, a biennial budget
process, the current services baseline, World
Health Organization and PLLO membership,
reducing the generation of carbon dioxide,
the national aerospace plane, Bipartisan
Budget Agreement language on revenue leg-
islation, implementation of deficit reduc-
tion, disaster assistance, and the public debt
limit.

The conference agreement contains the
following four miscellaneous provisions on
the sense of the Congress regarding Biparti-
san Budget Agreement language on revenue
legislation, the sale of government assets, a
reserve fund for children, and a reserve
fund for Medicaid.

BIPARTISAN BUDGET AGREEMENT LANGUAGE

Section 23 of the Senate amendment
stated the assumption that (as stated in
paragraph 10 of the Bipartisan Budget
Agreement) agreements reached between
the administration and the Congressional
tax-writing committees on revenue legisla-
tion reconciled pursuant to this resolution
will be advanced legislatively when support-
ed by the President.

Section 4 of the House resolution stated
the intent of the House Committee on the
Budget that (as stated in paragraph 5 of the
Bipartisan Budget Agreement) Congress

29-059 0-90-22 (P. 7)
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shall present the revenue portion of the rec-
onciliation bill to the President at the same
time as the spending reduction provisions of
the reconciliation bill, and that (as stated in
paragraph 10 of the Bipartisan Budget
Agreement) the specific measures compos-
ing the governmental receipts figure will be
determined through the regular legislative
and constitutional process, and agreements
reached between the administration and the
Ways and Means Committee on revenue leg-
islation reconciled pursuant to this agree-
ment will be advanced legislatively when
supported by the President.

The conference report contains a sense of
the Congress provision similar to the House
provision that also notes the participation
of the Committee on Finance.

SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS

Section T of the Senate amendment was a
provision on asset sales identical to that in
the concurrent resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 1989, That provision, in turn, was
a combination of two provisions in the con-
current resolution on the budget for fiscal
year 1988. The section would prevent the
use for spending in fiscal year 1990 of the
proceeds from asset sales and loan prepay-
ments. It would do this by prohibiting the
counting of asset sales for purposes of the
allocations to committees under section 302
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974.
This provision is consistent with section
251(aX6XI) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
which prohibits counting asset sales and
loan prepayments for the purposes of deter-
mining whether that Act calls for across-
the-board cuts,

The House resolution had no such provi-
sion, but report language addressed this
rule.

The conference report includes the provi-
sion.
RESERVE FUND FOR CHILDREN

Section 16 of the Senate amendment pro-
vided a reserve fund for children similar in
form to the language for the Medicare cata-
strophic insurance initiative in the Senate
in the concurrent resolutions on the budget
for fiscal years 1988 and 1989 and the anti-
drug initiative in both Houses in the concur-
rent resolution on the budget for fiscal year
1989. Specifically, section 16 of the Senate
amendment provided that budget authority
and outlays may be allocated to the Senate
Committee on Finance for increased fund-
ing for children (including funding through
tax credits) if the Committee on Finance or
the conference committee reports funding
legislation that will make funds available
for that purpose and will not increase the
deficit in the resolution. When that legisla-
tion is reported and again upon the submis-
sion of a conference report, the Chairman
of the Committee on the Budget may file
with the Senate appropriately revised allo-
cations under section 302(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 and revised func-
tional levels and aggregates to carry out this
section.

The House resolution had no such provi-
sion.

The conference report includes the provi-
sion plus a similar, parallel section covering
the House. The House provision does not in-
clude reference to conference committees
because the House conferees believe that
the language regarding the Committee on
Ways and Means will also cover a report
submitted by the committee of conference
on legislation that originated in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.
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RESERVE FUND FOR MEDICAID

Section 9 of the Senate amendment set
forth a reserve fund provision for Medicaid
funding that is very similar to that for chil-
dren in the Senate amendment and those
for the Medicare catastrophic insurance ini-
tiative in the Senate in the concurrent reso-
lutions on the budget for fiscal years 1988
and 1989 and the anti-drug initiative in both
Houses in the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 1989. Specifically, sec-
tion 9 of the Senate amendment provided
that budget authority and outlays may be
allocated to the Senate Committee on Fi-
nance for increased Medicaid funding if the
Committee on Finance or the conference
committee reports funding legislation that
will make funds available for that purpose
and will not increase the deficit in the reso-
lution. When that legislation is reported
and again upon the submission of a confer-
ence report, the Chairman of the Commit-
tee on the Budget may file with the Senate
appropriately revised allocations under sec-
tion 302(a) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 and revised functional levels and ag-
gregates to carry out this section.

l'I'he House resolution had no such provi-
sion.

The conference report contains the provi-
sion, applicable only in the Senate.

RECONCILIATION IN THE SENATE

The conference report also contains a sec-
tion stating the sense of the Senate that in
the event that a House Committee intended
in its response to the reconciliation instruc-
tions of this resolution to the House Com-
mittee on the Budget recommendations for
legislation that would provide for increased
Medicaid funding, the Senate shall adopt a
revision of the reconciliation instructions in
this resolution changing the instructions for
the Senate Committee on Finance to incor-
porate the assumption for Medicaid in-
creases reflected in this resolution and re-
flected in the allocations to the Committee
on Finance under section 302(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974,

IMPLICIT MARGINAL TAX RATES ON THE
INCOME OF THE ELDERLY

The Conferees request that the Senate
Committee on Finance and the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means examine the
combined impact on the implicit marginal
tax rates on the income of the elderly
caused by:

(1) Federal income tax rates,

(2) taxation of Social Security benefits,

(3) the Social Security earnings test, and

(4) the income-related premium for Cata-
strophic Health Insurance,

FuNDING FOR SUBSIDIZED HOUSING CONTRACT
RENEWALS

It is the intent of the Senate Conferees
and the Republican House Conferees that
the amounts assumed in the CBO alterna-
tive baseline for subsidized housing contract
renewals shall be provided for such contract
renewals, consistent with the Bipartisan
Budget Agreement. Purther, it is the intent
of the Senate Conferees that the concurrent
resolutions on the budget for 1991 and the
out-years will also reflect the commitment
to renewing all expiring contracts when the
resources necessary for renewing this assist-
ance to low-income families will be so much
greater. The Senate Leadership, the Chair-
man of the Senate Committee on Appro-
priations, and the Chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Veterans, HUD, and Independent
Agencies of the Senate Committee on Ap-
propriations have indicated their intention
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that such funding will be provided in the
appropriate legislation.

It is the intent of the Democratic House
Conferees that the amounts assumed in the
resolution for subsidized housing contract
renewals shall be provided for such renew-
als without prejudice to the form or length
of such renewals. Further, the House Lead-
ership and the Chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Veterans, HUD and Independent
Agencies of the House Committee on Appro-
priations have indicated their intention that
such funding will be provided in the appro-
priate legislation.

Funping ForR IRS COMPLIANCE

It is the intent of the conferees that the
amounts assumed in the resolution for IRS
compliance shall be provided in order to
raise the assumed amounts of additional
revenues from increased IRS compliance
funding consistent with the Bipartisan
Budget Agreement. The House Leadership
has indicated its intention that such fund-
ing will be provided in the appropriate legis-
lation.

OTHER MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS IN THE
SENATE AMENDMENT

The Conferees for the Senate adhere to
the following positions on anti-drug and law
enforcement funding, more truthful presen-
tation of deficit, reducing the generation of
greenhouse gases, implementation of deficit
reduction, and disaster assistance.

ANTI-DRUG AND LAW ENFORCEMENT FUNDING

The Senate Conferees assume that suffi-
cient funding is available to support the in-
creases provided in the Anti-Drug Abuse Act
of 1988 and that such funding is consistent
with the need to maintain the even balance
in that Act between new spending to reduce
drug supply and new spending to reduce
drug demand.

The Senate Conferees also assume that
within function 750, there are sufficient
funds available to support a Federal ex-
penditure level of $1 billion in drug-related
correctional activities at the Federal, state
and local levels.

MORE TRUTHFUL PRESENTATION OF DEFICIT

The Conferees for the Senate find that:

(1) this concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 1990 is within the pa-
rameters established by the President, and
even if inadequate, is essential to keep the
Government in operation;

(2) this resolution sets forth the deficit at
only $99,700,000,000;

(3) one measure of the deficit, the in-
crease in the public debt subject to limita-
tion, is fully $264,300,000,000;

(4) the Federal debt will rise to fully
$3,122,700,000,000 in 1990; and

(5) the level of gross interest on the public
debt will be $262,500,000,000 in fiscal year
1990;

The Conferees for the Senate believe that:

(1) as set forth in the Senate amendment,
the budget submitted by the President
under section 1105 of title 31 of the United
States Code and the concurrent budget reso-
lution for fiscal year 1991, in order to more
truthfully set forth the deficit, should re-
flect at least the following changes:

(A) all Social Security and other Federal
retirement funds must be accounted for sep-
arately,

(B) all gross interest on the public debt
subject to limitation must be fully reported
and reflected; and

(C) the increase in the gross Federal debt
that is subject to the legal debt limit should
be shown as & measure of the deficit.
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(2) Because a multi-year plan of debt and
deficit reduction, based on sound economic
assumptions, appears imperative, the Presi-
dent is requested to advise the Congress of
any proposals relative to the reduction of
the national debt, and to inform the Con-
gress whether additional revenues are re-
quired for debt and deficit reduction, and if
s0, the President is invited to make specific
revenue recommendations.

REDUCING THE GENERATION OF GREENHOUSE
GaAsEs

The Senate Conferees find that:

(1) the concentration of the so-called
“greenhouse” gases—including carbon diox-
ide, methane, nitrous oxide, chlorofluoro-
carbons, and tropospheric ozone—is rising;

(2) since the advent of the industrial revo-
lution 150 years ago, a number of scientific
experts estimate that the atmospheric con-
centration of

(A) carbon dioxide, the most prevalent of
these gases, has increased by 25 percent;

(B) methane has increased by 100 percent;

((‘,‘;) nitrous oxide has increased by 10 per-
cent;

(D) chlorofluorocarbon compounds
(CFC’s) have increased from zero 60 years
ag?’ at an average rate of 5 percent per year;
an

(E) tropospheric ozone continues to in-
crease by 1 percent per year;

(3) a large number of the world's leading
scientists, including members of National
Science Foundation, have warned policy
makers that

(A) increased concentrations of these
gases will alter climate; and

(B) such climatic alterations could have
devastating effects on weather patterns, ag-
ricultural productivity, coastal population
centers due to rising sea levels, and biologi-
cal health;

(4) the majority of these gases are gener-
ated in the production of energy;

(5) in 1988, the Department found, based
on data collected for the 1985 National
Energy Policy Plan, that the United States’
generation of carbon dioxide would increase
from 1985 levels by 38 percent in the year
2010;

(6) leading scientific experts of the world,
including members of the National Acade-
my of Sciences, the National Academy of
Engineering, and the Institute of Medicine
have urged the President to take action to
reduce the generation of these gases by the
United States;

(7) international negotiations are under-
way to develop strategies to reduce the gen-
eration of these gases;

(8) the United States is chair of the Re-
sponse Strategies Working Group of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC), which was established by
the United Nations Environment Pro-
gramme and the World Meteorological Or-
ganization;

(9) at the first meetings of the IPCC’s Re-
sponse Strategies Working Group, the Sec-
retary of State urged that global solutions
to global climate change be as specific and
cost-effective as they can possibly be;

(10) it is imperative that the United States
and all nations take immediate steps to pro-
tect the global environment; and

(11) without action by the United States
to protect the global environment, our abili-
ty to convince other nations to act on con-
cerns such as global climate change will be
constrained.

The Senate conferees believe that United
States policy on global warming should be:
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(1) to reduce the generation of greenhouse

gases;

(2) to hold, in 1989, a global conference on
the environment, hosted by the President;

(3) to encourage other nations to under-
take measures to reduce the generation of
greenhouse gases;

(4) to develop binding multilateral agree-
ments with other nations by the end of cal-
endar year 1992, or as early as practicable,
to reduce the global generation of green-
house gases;

(5) to encourage the worldwide protection
of tropical rain forests;

(6) to require each Federal agency to ex-
amine its programs to determine the impact
of global warming on its missions and activi-
tles and to evaluate and propose policies
under its authority that could reduce the
generation of greenhouse gases;

(7) to develop new technologies and better
utilize existing technologies that will pro-
vide reliable supplies of energy and service
for the citizens of the United States while
reducing the generation of greenhouse
gases.

The Senate conferees also believe that the
United States Government should adopt a
position with respect to a ‘“Framework
Global Climate Convention,” and through
its representative to the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change, should begin dis-
cussions on such a convention when it
chairs the next meeting of the “Response
Strategies Working Group.”

To the maximum extent practical, the pri-
orities set forth in this section should be re-
flected in the Federal budget.

IMPLEMENTATION OF DEFICIT REDUCTION

The conferees for the Senate find:

(1) The Bipartisan Budget Agreement rep-
resents the action most probable to avoid a
budget impasse and sequester.

(2) The achievement of a reduction in the
Federal budget deficit through agreement
rather than confrontation between the
President and Congress is in the national in-

terest.

(3) National security and international
leadership rest on the foundation of a
strong economy, capable of financing inter-
nally its investment needs.

The conferees for the Senate believe that:

(1) The Bipartisan Budget Agreement
should be fully and quickly implemented;

(2) The Leadership of Congress and the
Administration should immediately author-
ize resumption of negotiations aimed at a
multi-year deficit reduction package, lead-
ing to a balanced Federal budget;

(3) The economic and budgetary assump-
tions underlying the multi-year agreement
should be based on sound and realistic fore-
casts; and

(4) The bipartisan, cooperative effort that
made the Bipartisan Budget Agreement pos-
sible should be sustained in addressing the
nation’s remaining budgetary problems.

DISASTER ASSISTANCE

The Senate conferees believe that legisla-
tion should be adopted to mitigate financial
hardship caused by the current drought.
The Senate conferees find the following:

(1) agricultural producers in several Mid-
western and Southwestern States have ex-
perienced adverse weather conditions since
planting the 1989 crop of winter wheat, in-
cluding a lack of rainfall, freeze damage,
high-velocity windstorms, and record-break-
ing high temperatures;

(2) such extreme conditions have com-
bined to severely damage winter wheat pro-
duction in several States, including Kansas,
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Oklahoma, Texas, Nebraska, Colorado, and
New Mexico;

(3) the Kansas Wheat Quality Council,
after a recent 3-day tour of these States, es-
timated that production in the Texas and
Oklahoma Panhandles would be only one-
third of normal;

(4) the mean average of 68 estimates of
the 1989 crop of winter wheat in Kansas
prt:l}ect.ed only 209,000,000 bushels of wheat;
an

(56) current budget estimates reveal there
will be substantial savings resulting from
higher prices and lower deficiency payments
that could be applied toward disaster pay-
ments for drought-stricken winter wheat
producers through an extension of the Dis-
aster Assistance Act of 1988 (7 U.S.C. 1421

note).

In light of these conditions, the Senate
conferees believe that:

(1) legislation should be enacted to extend
the Disaster Assistance Act of 1988 (7 U.S.C.
1421 note) to apply to losses due to adverse
weather conditions in 1988 or 1989 for agri-
cultural commodities planted in 1988 for
harvest in 1989;

(2) such legislation should not add to the
deficit and such legislation should not dis-
criminate against other program crops;

(3) such legislation should not discrimi-
nate against producers who are currently
covered by Federal crop insurance; and

(4) drought assistance should be enacted
in a timely fashion so as to ensure that sav-
ings from higher prices and lower deficiency
payments offset the cost of such assistance.

Pusric DEBT LiMIT IN THE HOUSE

Rule XLIX of the House of Representa-
tives sets forth a procedure for increasing
the level of the public debt. The rule blends
the public debt limit increase into the con-
gressional budget process which, by setting
the budget totals, determines what amount
of debt must be outstanding.

Upon final passage by both bodies of the
concurrent resolution on the budget, the
public debt level for fiscal year 1990 set
forth in the resolution becomes the sub-
stance of a joint resolution, is deemed
passed by the House, and is sent to the
Senate for its approval, If the Senate ap-
proves the joint resolution without amend-
ment, the joint resolution is sent to the
President for signature. The public debt
level in the joint resolution becomes effec-
tive upon signature by the President. (If the
Senate amends the joint resolution, then it
would return to the House for further
action.)

Pursuant to the rule, the text of the joint
resolution would be as follows:

That subsection (b) of section 3101 of title
31, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing out the dollar limitation contained in
such subsection and inserting in lieu thereof
$3,122,700,000,000.

Legislative jurisdiction over the public
debt remains in the Committee on Ways
and Means. The rule does not preclude that
committee from originating public debt bills
whenever necessary.

LEON E. PANETTA,
THoMAS S. FOLEY,
MarTY RUSSO,

Ebp JENKINS,
MARVIN LEATH,
CHARLES SCHUMER,
BAREARA BOXER,
JIM SLATTERY,
JAMES L. OBERSTAR,
BrLL FRENZEL,
BiLL GRADISON,
BrrL GOODLING,
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WM. THOMAS,
JACK BUECHNER,
Amo HOUGHTON,
Managers on the Part of the House.

JIM SASSER,
DoN RIEGLE,
PauL SIMON,
TERRY SANFORD,
TimoTHY E, WIRTH,
PeTE V. DOMENICI,
CHUCK GRASSLEY,
PHIL GRAMM,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FRank) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. MonTGOMERY, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. ANNUNzIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SkeLTON, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. MorrisoN of Connecticut, for 5
minutes, on May 16.
1GMr. Bireray, for 5 minutes, on May

Mr. ScHUMER, for 60 minutes, on
May 16.

Mr. SKELTON, for 30 minutes, on May
18.

Mr. GonzarLez, for 60 minutes, on
May 16.

Mr. GonzarLez, for 60 minutes, on
May 17.

Mr. GonzarLez, for 60 minutes, on
May 18.

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, for 60 minutes,
on May 24.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous materi-
al:)

Mr. OBERSTAR, for 10 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. DuNcaN) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. ConTE in three instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FranNk) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. ANDERSON in 10 instances,

Mr. GonzaLEzZ in 10 instances.

Mr. BRownN of California in 10 in-
stances.

Mr. ANNUNZIO in six instances.

Mr. SKELTON.

Mr. RoE in two instances.

Mr. LAFALCE.

Mr. CoELHO.

Mr. BORSKI.

Mr. ECEART.

Mr. DELLUMS.

Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. RICHARDSON in two instances.
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SENATE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

A concurrent resolution of the
Senate of the following titles was
taken from the Speaker’s table and,
under the rule, referred as follows:

S. Con. Res. 26. Concurrent resolution
urging first asylum countries of the Associa-
tion of Southeast Asia, Nations (ASEAN) to
reinstate the practice of providing refuge to
all asylum-seekers from Vietnam, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION
SIGNED

Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit-
tee on House Administration, reported
that that committee had examined
and found truly enrolled a joint reso-
luition of the House of the following
title, which was thereupon signed by
the Speaker:

H.J. Res. 247, Joint resolution designating
May 29, 1989 as the “National Day of Re-
}nembrmce for the Victims of the U.S.S.
owa.”

SENATE ENROLLED BILL AND
JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his sig-
nature to an enrolled bill and a joint
resolution of the Senate of the follow-
ing titles:

S. 968. An act to delay the effective date
of section 27 of the Office of Federal Pro-
curement Policy Act; and

S.J. Res. 37. Joint resolution designating
the week beginning May 14, 1989, and the
week beginning May 13, 1990, as “National
Osteoporosis Prevention Week.”

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was ageed to; according-
1y (at 12 o’clock and 42 minutes p.m.)
the House adjourned unti tomorrow,
Tuesday, May 16, 1989, at 12 noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
{.he Speaker’s table and referred as fol-

OWS:

1179. A letter from the Deputy Secretary
of Defense, transmitting a baseline devi-
ation notice received from the Navy con-
cerning the T45TS program, a defense en-
terprise program, pursuant to 10 U.S.C.
2437, to the Committee on Armed Services.

1180. A letter from the Director for Ad-
ministration and Management, Office of the
Secretary of Defense, transmitting a report
on real and personal property of the De-
partment as of September 30, 1988, pursu-
ant to 10 U.S.C. 2701(b); to the Committee
on Armed Services.

1181. A letter from the Deputy General
Counsel, Department of Defense, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal years 1990
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and 1991 for military functions of the De-
partment of Defense and to prescribe mili-
tary personnel levels for such Department
for fiscal years 1990 and 1991, and for other

purposes, pursuant to 31 U.8.C. 1110; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

1182, A letter from the Deputy General
Counsel, Department of Defense, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend title 10 and 37, United States Code,
and other authorities to extend and to make
permanent certain expiring laws;, to the
Committee on Armed Services.

1183. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to provide for
participation by the United States in a cap-
ital increase of the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs.

1184. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered
into by the United States, pursuant to 1
U.8.C. 112b(a); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

1185. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of the Army (Civil Works), transmit-
ting an informational copy of a report of
the Chief of Engineers, dated December 17,
1987, which recommends modification of
the previously authorized flood protection
plan on the Rio Grande Floodway. Truth or
Consequences Unit, NM, with other perti-
nent reports; to the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation.

1186, A letter from the Acting Administra-
tor, General Services Administration, trans-
mitting informational copies of various lease
prospectuses, pursuant to 40 U.S.C. 606(a);
to the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation.

1187. A letter from the Acting Administra-
tor, General Services Administration, trans-
mitting an informational copy of a repair
and alteration prospectus for the B.F. Sisk
Federal Building-U.S. Courthouse in Fresno,
CA, to the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation.

1188. A letter from the Deputy General
Counsel, Department of Defense, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to estab-
lish certain positions in the Department of
Defense at level IV of the Executive Sched-
ule; jointly, to the Committees on Armed
Services and Post Office and Civil Service.

1189, A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit-
ting a copy of the report “Homelessness—
HUD's and FEMA's Progress in Implement-
ing the McKinney Act” (GAO/RCED-89-50,
May 1989), pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 11304;
jointly, to the Committees on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs and Government
Operations.

1190. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit-
ting results of the audit of the Federal
Housing Administration Fund's statement
of financial position as of September 30,
1988 (GAO/AFMD-89-3, May 1989), pursu-
ant to 31 U.S.C. 8016(a); jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Government Operations and
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

1191, A letter from the Secretary of Veter-
ans' Affairs, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to amend title 10 and title
38, United States Code, to make certain im-
provements in the educational assistance
programs for veterans and eligible persons,
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Veterans’ Affairs and Armed
Services.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. UDALL: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R. 643. A bill to amend
section 37 of the Mineral Leasing Act relat-
ing to oil shale claims, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 101-49),
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. PANETTA: Committee of conference.
Conference report on House Concurrent
Resolution 106 (Rept. 101-50), Order to be
printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (by request):

H.R. 2342. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to revise the provisions relating
to refinancing loans and manufactured
housing loans to veterans, to modify the
procedures for the sale of loans by the Sec-
retary of Veterans' Affairs, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

By Mr, TAUKE:

H.R. 2343. A bill to extend the jurisdiction
of the Interstate Commerce Commission to
include approval of the acquisition of con-
trol of certain rail carriers by persons that
are not carriers; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce,

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as
follows:

87. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
General Assembly of the State of Indiana,
relative to Federal funds for interstitial cys-
titis public education and research; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

88. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Idaho, relative to compensation
for U.S. Senators and U.S. Representatives;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

89. Also, memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the State of Indiana, relative to the
10 amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

H.R. 40: Mr. Cox.

H.R. 49: Mr. Hancock, and Mr. PAXON.

H.R. 132: Mr. Bosco, Mrs, UNsoELD, Mr.
Forp of Michigan, and Mr. FRANKE.

HR. 182: Mr. Weiss, Mr. ATEINS, Mr.
DymaLry, and Mr, GILMAN.

H.R. 250: Ms. SNOWE.

H.R. 534: Mr. SmitH of New Jersey.

H.R. 646: Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 720: Mr. STUDDS.

H.R. 799: Mr. SmrTH of Texas.

H.R. 854: Mr. RinaLpo and Mrs. SAIKI.
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H.R. 901: Mr. Jounson of South Dakota.

H.R. 1101: Mr. OLIN, Mr. PickerT, MT.
and Mr. HOPKINS.

H.R. 1102: Mr. BUECHNER.

H.R. 1292: Mr. ATKINS.

H.R. 1467: Mr. SCHUETTE.

H.R. 1593: Mr. Recura, Mr. HILEr, Mr.

Mr. anm.,
Mr. Rmox. Mr Jacoss, Mr. TAUKE, Mr.
McEweN, Mr. Haves of Illinois, Mr. Ray,
Mr. Brown of California, Mr. ch Mr.
FusTer, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. CrLay, Mr.
Fazio, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. BARNARD, Mrs. CoL-
LINS, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. Stupps, Mr. HORTON,
and Mr, DANNEMEYER.

H.R. 1605: Mr. SaxToN, Mr. NEAL of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. BATEMAN, and Mr. ENGEL.

H.R. 1645: Mr. SHUMWAY and Mrs. VUcan-
OVICH.

H.R. 1706: Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. HENRY, and
Mr. DYMALLY,

H.R. 1730: Mr. PaLLONE and Mrs. JOHNSON
of Connecticut.

H.R. 1850: Mr, WHEAT.

H.R. 1851: Mr. WHEAT.

H.R. 2049: Mr. HucHES, Mr. KENNEDY, MT.
GUNDERSON, Mr. UpToN, Mr. Ray, Mr,
ELEcZEA, and Mr. KOLTER.

H.R. 2102: Mr. PArRrIs and Mrs. BENTLEY.

H.R. 2124: Mr. GUARINI.

H.R. 2126: Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. LEwis of
Georgia, Mr. LANCASTER, Ms. PELOsI, Mr.
Towns, Mr. Waxman, and Mr. LIPINSKIL

H.R. 2131: Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. PAYNE of
New Jersey, and Mr. COYNE.

H.R. 2145: Mr. CARr, Mr. COURTER, MT.
James, and Mr. MARTINEZ.

H.R. 2238: Mr. HENRY, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr.
FusTER, Mr. Towns, Mr. HERTEL, Mrs. SAIkI,
and Mr. KOLTER.

H.R. 2200: Mr. MRrazex, Mr. WoLr, and Mr.
FUSTER.

H.J. Res. 123: Mr. Davis, Mr. Gexas, Mr.
Hoprins, Mr. IRELAND, Mr, Kasicr, Mr.
Wisg, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. OwWENs of Utah,
Mr. Mr. BENNETT, and Mr. COYNE.

H.J. Res. 174: Mr. THoMAS A. LUKEN, Mr.
NaGLE, Mr. MoLLOHAN, Mr. WoLPE, Mr, Map-
IGAN, Mr. SmiTH of Vermont, Mr. WHITTEN,
Mr. GEgAs, Mr. PACKARD, Mr, HoPKINS, Mrs.
EENNELLY, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. APPLEGATE,
Mr. McCroskEy, Mr. UproN, Mr. Nowax,
Mr. Ray, Mr. Suayvs, Mrs. LoweEy of New
York, Mr, Waxman, Mr. Owens of Utah, Mr.
SmiTH of Iowa, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. RICHARD-
SON, Mr. HOYER, Mr. Garcia, and Mr. RoTH.

H.J. Res. 241: Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. SAVAGE,
Mr. PAcKARD, Mr, K1LpEE, Mr. Haves of Illi-
nois, Mr. DINGELL.

H.J. Res. 243: Mr. WiLsoN, Mr. SmiTH of
New Jersey, Mr. RaNGeEL, Mr. ATKINS, Mr.
GREEN, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mrs. Boxer, Mr.
Werss, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. Frost, Mr.
BoNioR, Mrs. ROUKEMA, and Mr. AuCoIn.

H. Con. Res. 66: Mr. DursiN and Mr.
BATES.

H. Con. Res. TT: Mrs. UNSOELD.

H. Con. Res. 105: Mr. Lewis of Georgia,
Mr. REGULA, Mr. PAxXoN, Mr, LEVINE of Cali-
fornia, and Mrs. BENTLEY.

H. Res. 120: Mr. Dicks, Mr. GEJDENSON,
Mrs. MoRreELLA, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. WoLPE,
Mr. HorTON, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. OwENs of New
York, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,
Mr., PaynE of New Jersey, Mr. LeviN of
Michigan, Mr. FOGLIETTA, and Mr. OBERSTAR.

H. Res. 122: Mrs. BYRON.

PETITIONS, ETC.
Under clause 1 of rule XXII,
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40. The presented a petition of ville, TX, relative to employee benefit plans; which was referred to the Committee on
Hunt County Commissioners Court, Green- Ways and Means.
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